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AN ANALYSIS OF THE PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL P~AN FOR PRINCIPAlS OF 
THE CHICAGO PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
This study sought to analyze and make recommendations concerning 
the Performance Appraisal Plan of the Board of Education of the City 
of Chicago. More specifically, the study sought to determine the 
PAP's effectiveness in terms of its original objectives, to determine 
whether or not the plan was implemented as described in the Board or 
Education manual, to determine whether it rollowed guidelines for 
performance appraisal as recommended in the literature, and to make 
recommendations for performance appraisal for administrators in 
Chicago, as well as other urban school systems. 
The author i-nterviewed a hierarchial sample of orincipals, 
district superintendents, an associate superintendent and the 
Deputy Superintendent. The two groups (principals and superin-
tendents) were in substantial agreement that twelve objectives or 
aspects of the PAP had been successful, while seven objectives or 
aspects had not been successful. No conclusions could be drawn 
on nine others. 
Undermining the entire plan were the negative attitudes 
resulting from the Board of Education's failure to implement the 
salary aspects of the plan as originally recommended and promised. 
Also, the notable lack of sound inservicing and field-testing 
produced much discontent and confusion. 
Despite these negative aspects, however, principals and 
superintendents still favored a Management-by-Objectives approach 
to administrative evaluation. Not one individual interviewed expressed 
a desire to return to the previous system of the supervisor merely giving 
a "grade" at the end of the year. 
In one district where the superintendent demanded highly quanti-
tative objectives directly related to instruction, the principals 
admitted an improvement in their reading achievement. 
The literature supported the administrators' conclusions, but 
raised more fundamental questions. The question of salary's relation 
to performance seems unlikely to be answered until McGregor's "Theory 
X" versus "Theory Y" question is resolved. Also, there was a question 
of whether the Board of Education expected too much of this one plan. 
The objectives might have been overly ambitious. 
Finally, many school boards and businessmen wrongly equate MBO 
and performance appraisal. The former should precede the latter, 
although in education, the reverse seems to be more prevelant. This 
might account for much of the negativism. 
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Chapter I 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
-~ Traditionally, public education in the United States baa been a 
reflection of community needs and standards. As such, it has been 
extreme~ vulnerable to pressures from a variety of sources: parents 
and students, educators, business and industr,ys, labor unions, politic-
ians, and sundry taxpayer groups. The degree of direct citizen in-
volvement in public education is tremendous and growing. The ten-
dency bas also increased to place upon the public schools the re-
sponsibility for aeeting many of the social needs of the day: 
driver education, drug abuse education, health and sex education, 
and the establishment of commemoratives for a vide variety or 
causes and historic figures. Soma of these demands and community 
needs place great emotional and economic strains upon the public 
school systems:X Witness one of the most pressing and controversial 
social issue of our generation - the racial integration or schools 
and the accompanying issue, busing. 
Further, inflation and a general suspicion of administrators 
and bureaucrats, a result of the Watergate scandal, have resulted 
in another expectation of the public schools - administrative 
accountability. This demand for accountability has focused on 
three main areas: student achievement, as exemplified by the 
growth of proficiency and minimum competency exams; teacher 
accountability, as seen 1n the growth of aeasurable perforaance 
1 
and behavioral objectives; and administrative accountability, as 
demonstrated by the widespread use or MBO (Management-by-Objectives), 
PPBS (Program-Planning-Budgeting-System), and performance appraisal. 
These seek answers to the following questions: How can the 
public and the school boards determine whether or not they are getting 
their "money's worth"? Is a particular administrator really doing the 
job which he is supposed to be doing? Is he getting the most that he 
can from his staff and his budget? On what basis do we promote, de-
mote, or dismiss administrative personnel? 
Perhaps the latest rush for accountability is merely a return 
to or a demand for tangible evidence of the fulfillment of what 
William H. Whyte, Jr., wrote about in his Organization Man:l 
Officially, we are a people who hold to the Protestant Ethic. 
Because of the denominational implications of the term many 
would deny its relevance to them, but let them eulogize the 
American Dream, however, and they virtually define the Prot-
estant Ethic. Whatever the embrodiery, there is almost always 
the thought that pursuit of individual salvation through hard 
work, thrift, and competitive struggle is the heart of the 
American achievement. 
Whatever the cause of the accountability demand, the next 
question which .uat be asked in the area of administrative account-
ability is: By what process can we bold an administrator account-
able for all of the varied and unique aspects of his job? Those 
demanding accountability usually say that we only have to loOk to 
business,and industry for the answer. The reasons are as follows: 
1. Many businessmen sit on school boards or are active in other 
lwtlliam H. Whyte, Jr., The Organization Man (Garden City, 
New York: Doubleday and Company, IDe., 1956), p.4. 
2 
school. matters. 
2. The operations or schools involve vast sums of money, the 
management of which typically has utilized business practices. 
3. Systems of accountability have long been present in business 
and industry and much research has already been accomplished 
in these fields. 
Whyte, however, again in The Organization Man,2 sounded a 
possible warning: 
The influence of business (on education) is going to increase, 
in character as well as degree. Up until recently, business 
was one of many supporters of education, and its support was 
diverse ••• the corporation must assume a much greater share of 
the burden ••• There is nothing inherently wrong with this kind 
of support ••• Yet the pitralls are considerable nonetheless. 
Management-by-objectives became popularized and widespread 
in business and industry in the 1950's. Odiorne defined MBO as a 
11process whereby the superior and the subordinate jointly identif7 
goals, Ue!ine individual major areas of responsibility in terms or 
results expected of him, and use these measures as guides for op-
erating the unit and assessing the contribution of each of its 
members.3 
Many other management authorities, including Drucker, 
McGregor, and Heier wrote extensively on MBO and performance 
appraisal. These are treated in Chapter II. 
In the early 1900's, another term appeared in the account-
2Ibid., p. 116. 
3oeorge s. Odiorne, Management by Objectives (New York), 
N.Y.: Pitman, 1965), P• 55. 
3 
ability literature evidently because too many organizations were 
merely emphasizing the objectives without concern for actual results. 
Thus, MBO/R (Management-by-Objectives/Results) made its appearance. 
Tbis soon led to what is called performance appraisal; that is, the 
assessment of an individual's work efficiency through a management-by-
objectives technique. Knezevich4 wrote that "what many call MBO ends 
up in fact as an approach to appraisal of administrative personnel." 
This, he says, is especially true of school systems in which per-
formance appraisal was introduced as a first step toward MBO, even 
though in business the latter preceded the former by many years. It 
would seem that this was an attractive program through which school 
boards and superintendents met the cries for accountability in the 
early 1970's. 
In 1971, the Board of Education of the City of Chicago for-
mally adopted a program of administrative evaluation in which an 
administrator's evaluation, rating, and compensation would be tied 
to performance. The specific plan was recommended by the firm of 
Cresap, McCormick, and Paget, a group of consultants well-known in 
the area of industrial relations. Chicago was the first and only 
large, urban public school system to adopt such a plan. The title 
of the program was "The Performance Appraisal Plan" (PAP) or "The 
Administrative Compensation Plan." Several promising statements 
4 
were made in the introduction to the plan:5 
" ••• the plan is based upon tested and accepted business management 
practice ••• put into terms of the actual achievement of objectives 
which are specific and aeaningtul ••• reduces the element of sub-
jectivity ••• equitable for all participants and provides activation 
for administrators to improve their performance in their present 
positions ••• " 
The introduction continued: 
" ••• should provide for maximum participation by the person appraised 
••• involves comparison of actual results accomplished during the 
review period in relation to the objectives previously agreed upon 
••• will help to iaprove individual performance ••• will result in 
the improv911ent of instruction ••• " 
Six years and six review periods later, many believe that PAP 
has not lived up to aany of its promises. Others believe that it 
bas accomplished its basic objectives - to make administrators ac-
countable and to .improve performance. 
Those opposed to PAP point out that Board of Education aembers 
have complained that too many ratings are high and repeated~ balked 
at carrying out the administrative salary aspects of the program to 
the extent that that portion of P!P has already been discarded; re-
visions have been proposed and aade several times for the program; 
Board members have complained that they have yet to see any tangible 
"results"; the Chicago Principals 1 Association bas voted to request 
that the entire program be rescinded; middle-management district 
superintendents have been inconsistent in their directives for 
completing the program since 1974, and rumors abound as to con-
SBoard of Education, City of Chicago, "Administrative Com-
pensation Plan", Chicago, March 1971, p. 1. (Photocopiet.) 
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tinuing revision of the program or its total demise. 
Those defending the program maintain that while it has weaknesses, 
it has met its basic objectives and that revisions can take care of 
problema. The basic idea is still a good one. The program's original 
purpose was to strengthen such areas as administrative evaluation, 
teacher evaluation, achievement scores, and community involvement, 
and improvements have been evident. 
It is easy to look back and to be critical of decisions made 
under the turbulent conditions and the extreme pressures of the late 
60's and early 70's. But one must seek an honest and sincere 
answer to the question, "Has the PAP worked?" 
Has The Performance Appraisal Plan worked in terms of the 
purposes of administrative evaluation? Has it worked in terms of 
its original objectives? Has it worked technically as originally 
prescribed? Did the Chicago Performance Appraisal Plan follow the 
guidelines for such programs as given by authorities in·tha field? 
More importantly, was it a sound management program that fostered 
performance improvement? 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to analyze and make recom-
mendations concerning the Performance Appraisal Plan of the Board 
of Education of the City of Chicago as a system of administrative 
evaluation. 
This was done by the accomplishment of the following ob-
6 
jectives: 
1. To determine the PAP's effectiveness in terms ot its original 
objectives. 
2. To determine whether or not the P!P vas implemented as set 
down in the original Board of Education aanual. 
). To determine whether the PAP followed the guidelines tor 
performance appraisal programs as recommended in the liter-
ature. 
4. To aake recaamendations concerning the future of PAP in tbe 
Chicago public schools as well as the future of perforaance 
appraisal; in general, in a large urban school system. 
Definition of Terms 
Following are the definition of terms pertinent to this study: 
accountability - the condition that occurs when resources and efforts 
administrative 
are related to results in ways that are useful for 
policy-aaking resource allocation or compensation.6 
evaluation - the process by which the work efficiency of ad-
ainistrators (superintendents, principals, and 
other start or line personnel) is appraised. 
District 
Superintendent - that person in the Chicago public schools who is 
responsible for the administration and supervision 
or the schools in one of the administrative aub-
~on Lieberaan, •Accountability", Phi Delta Kappan, 
December 1970, P• 194. 
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districts. 
Management-by- . 
Objectives(MBO)- the process whereby the superior and the subordinate 
perforaance 
appraisal 
Performance 
Appraisal 
(PAP) 
principal 
jointly identify goals, define individual aajor areas 
Gt responsibility in terms ot results expected of bta, 
the subordinate, and use these aeasures as guides tor 
operating the unit and assessing the contributioo of 
each ot its members.7 
- the assessment of an individual's work efficiency 
through a aanageaent-by-objectives technique. 
- Administrative Compensation Plan - that plan 
originally approved by the Board of Education of 
the City of Chicago March 24, 1971, which vas an 
outgrowth of a atudy by the consultant firm of 
Cresap, McCormick, and Paget. The basic goal ot 
the plan vas to institute a program of performance 
appraisal for all Chicago public school adminis-
trators. 
- the chief administrator and supervisor of an 
elementary or secondary school. 
productivity - the total achievements or accoaplishments of an 
administrator and those for whom he is responsible. 
7odiorne, p. 55. 
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Program-Planning-
Budgeting-System - the application to educat~on. of a system used in 
business and government to relate goals, planning, 
and budgeting to results desired and accomplished. 
Delimitation of the Study 
The following delimitations were defined for this study. 
1. fhe study was conducted among principals and other adminis-
trators in the Chicago public schools. 
2. All of the above served for at !east three years and three 
PAP review periods between 1971 and 1977 in the former admin-
istrative Area A (south side of Chicago). 
3. Also included in the study were the former Associate Super-
intendant for Area 1 and the Deputy Superintendent to wham 
he reported. 
No delimitations were defined according to sex, race, or 
length of service although a broad sampling, including all of the 
above categories, was obtained. 
Limitations of the Study 
Limitations of the study were those which are inherent in the 
interview method itself. Many people are more willing to ca.municate 
orally than in writing and, therefore, wi!l provide data more readily 
and fully in an interview than on a questionnaire. From the res-
pondents' incidental comments, facial and bodily expressions, and 
tone of voice, the interviewer was able to acquire information that 
would not be conveyed in written replies. 
9 
A structured interview was incorporated since this type of inter-
view is more definitive in nature than unstructured ones, yet respon-
dents were given the opportunity to express their thoughts freely. 
A further limitation of the interview method concerned the 
employment of a common vocabulary with the respondents. Since the 
interviewer is involved with the Performance Appraisal Plan and is, 
himself, a Chicago public school principal, he is conversant in the 
idiom and had no difficulty relating the conceptual framework of 
the interview to the operating conditions of the respondents. 
Research Procedures 
The research portion of this study was divided into four 
parts: (1) Review of Related Literature, (2) Presentation of Data, 
(3) Analysis of Data, and (4) Conclusions and Recommendations. 
(1) Review of Related Literature - Chapter Two 
In this section, the literature pertinent to the theory and 
content of MBO and performance appraisal as they are related to 
Educational Administration was reviewed. Authorities who have 
written specifically about performance appraisal in education in-
clude Knezevich, Odiorne, and Gordon. This section also deals with 
literature concerned with the technical aspects or procedures of 
performance appraisal. A detailed comparison was made later be-
tween the PAP guidelines which have been recommended by several 
authors, particular~ W.D. Heier. 
10 
(2) Presentation of Data - Chapter Three 
Chapter Three is divided into two sections. The first re-
views the history of the Chicago Performance Appraisal Plan, the 
parent document, The Administrative Compensation Plan, as well as 
modifications which have taken place during the last eight years. 
At various times, other suggestions were made as responses to 
problems but were not implemented. The current status is somewhat 
confusing and an attempt was aade to clarity the situation through 
interviews with key figures in the Board of Education. 
The second section presents data gathered through a series 
of focused interviews with a hierarchial sample of administrators 
who have been involved with the PAP for at least six years. 
Specific results, along with examples, were requested rather than 
just the interviewees' subjective perceptions. 
The plan for this latter section was to interview the Deputy 
Superintendent of schools, the former Associate Superintendent or 
schools tor Jrea A (south side), as well as thPee district super-
intendents formerly under his supervision in the staff hierarchial 
plan. In turn, six principals who worked under each of the above 
district superintendents were also interviewed (16 principals in 
total). 
The purpose of selecting a hierarchial sample of adminis-
trators, as described, was to bring continuity and uniforaity to 
the interview and results process and to gain the perceptions •> 
11 
of persons at different levels of administration on the same problems. 
The number of administrators interviewed (1,3,18} vas decided 
upon because in each case this represents approximately one-third of 
the number of administrators in these positions. That is, there were 
three area associate superintendents; within each area there were 
nine district superintendents; and 18 is the average number ef schools 
per district. Therefore, six principals from each district were 
selected. One-third or 33~ is considered to be a very reliable 
sample, statistically. 
Interviewees in the first two categories were selected solely 
on the basis of their willingness to participate. Principal inter-
viewees were chosen by lottery from those in that particular dis-
trict who served as principals since PAP was initiated. Because of 
constant turnovers in administrative positions, this was hardly a 
random sample. There vas little choice for the sample. 
The focused interview, almost by definition, is somewhat 
loose~ structured and, although a definite list of topics and 
questions were prepared prior to the interview, the emphasis of 
the interview vas directed and shifted by tbe responses of the 
interviewees. Also, new topics, not included in the original group, 
were pursued as a result of the interviewees' responses. Whenever 
appropriate, further probes were used to elicit in-depth responses. 
Supporting data and documents were used for corroboration. 
Frequently, the interviewer includes perceptions of tbe 
responses in his analysis; that is, such things as the in-
12 
tensity of the response and facial and bodily gestures gave clues to 
a true indication of the interviewees' feelings. 
In order to validate the questionnaire and ascertain any problems 
in advance of the interviews, preliminary interviews were conducted 
with three principals not involved in the study, but who had similar 
expertise or backgrounds as those in the study. 
The i tams used in the interviews· are as follows: 
1. Studying the Performance Appraisal Plan (Administration 
Compensation Plan) manual from March 1971, many indications 
for improvement in administration were made at that time. 
Eight stand out, particular~: 
- clearly relates compensation to performance results 
- reduces the element of subjectivity 
- equitable for all participants 
- provides for administrators to improve their performance 
- comparison of actual results ••• to the objectives pre-
Tiously agreed upon 
- will result in the improvement of instruction 
- affords the opportunity for administrators and their 
superiors to communicate more effectively 
- identifies individual needs for training and develop-
ment as a means of improving the principal's performance 
a. With regard to each of the above areas, please proTide-
examples or the success or failure or PAP in achieving 
these objectiTes. 
b. Please describe other positive or negative side effects 
of PAP with examples. 
(Item #1 is related to Purpose #l) 
2. Following are some specific directives included in the PAP 
manual regarding the implementation of the plan: 
- the district superintendent and principal mutually agree 
upon the latter's objectives at the beginning of the 
school year 
13 
- the district superintendent and principal discuss these 
objectives during the school year 
- all objectives are set at significant and attainable levels 
- Principals involve mem.bers of their staff, community and 
(high school only) student body in the preliminary identi-
fication of programs and plans 
- the district superintendent has completed his PAP before 
aeeting with his principals and uses it as a guide for 
theirs 
- the principal's accomplishment reports are used by the 
district superintendent as a basis for planning and 
assistance in developing new and revised objectives for 
the following year 
a. Which of these directives are adhered to? 
b. Which are not adhered to? Please explain. 
c. For what reasons might some directives not have been ad-
hered to completely? 
(Item 12 relates to Purpose 12 and #3) 
). The PAP aanual also states that several behavioral changes 
should take place among administrators: 
- administrators will plan their work more effectively 
- administrators will focus their attention and effort 
upon the most basic and critical functions of their 
positions 
- administrators will look at their performance in 
practical terms 
- administrators will identify areas in which assistance 
from central or district staff personnel would be 
helpful 
- administrators will channel their primary efforts into 
areas where the need is greatest 
- administrators will autually grow in competence and 
will communicate more effectively 
a. With regard to each of the above behavioral changes, 
provide examples of the accomplishment of the change. 
b. Identify behavioral changes which were not accomplished 
and provide reasons for their not being accomplished. 
c. Describe other positive or negative behavioral changes 
which you have observed which may be related to PAP 
(Item #3 relates to Purpose #1) 
4. a) What have been the three best attribute's of PAP? 
b) What have been the three greatest faults of PAP? 
(Item #4 relates to Purpose #1) 
5. The mission of the Chicago public echools is to educate the 
children of Chicago. PAP promised to aid in the achievement 
of that goal. 
a) Provide specific examples of the ways in which PAP has 
aided in the accomplishment of that goal. 
b) Provide epecific examples of the ways in which PAP has 
hindered the achievement of that goal. 
(Ttem #5 relates to Purpose #l) 
o. Among the key elements found in the PAP are: 
- A Management-by-Objectives approach to administration 
- Individual and specific written goals and standards 
for administrators 
- Participation by community and staff in the formation 
of the above 
- Interim review and opportunity for revision of goals 
and standards 
- Comparison of results to objectives through the accom-
plishment report 
- Specific numerical "ratings" 
- Using the goals and accomplishments of one year to 
prepare for the next 
- Salary increments tied to performance ratings 
In regard to the above elements: 
a) What elements or aspects of the plan should be continued? 
b) What elements of the plan should be changed? Please be 
specific. 
c) What elements of the plan should be discarded? 
d) How could PAP be adopted for uee as a teacher evaluation plan? 
(Item 16 relates to Purpose #4) 
15 
7. Assuming that some form of administrative evaluation will 
always be necessary, which would you prefer? 
a) PAP (with saae.changes possible) 
b) Annual conference with superior for informal evaluation 
c) Formal checklist or other evaluative instruaent 
d) Other form of evaluation (Please specify 
------------------
(Item #7 relates to Purpose #4) 
8. Should administrative evaluation be tied to salary increments? 
~es or no Why 
---------- ----------------------------------
(Item 18 relates to Purpose #4) 
Please make any other comments on PAP, the reasons for its success 
or failure, or on this interview 
--------------------------------
{3) Analysis of the Data - Chapter Four 
Data was anal~ed as follows: 
I. Analysis of Interview Data. This vas accomplished in three 
ways: 
!. Comparing and contrasting among principals 
B. Comparing and contrasting among superintendents 
C. Comparing and contrasting between superintendents and 
principals. 
II. Analysis of Interview Data and the PAP Document. In this 
section, the two sources were compared and contrasted with one 
another and various statements from the interview instrument 
were accepted or·rejected. 
III. Comparison of the Overall Chicago Performance Appraisal Plan 
(as evidenced by the PAP document and the interview data) and the 
Relevant Literature. 
IV. Analysis 
(4) Conclusions and Recommendations - Chapter Five 
Summary 
Administrative accountability was a demand of the early 1970's. 
The Chicago public schools' answer to that demand was the Performance 
Appraisal Plan. Many believe it has achieved its objectives; others 
contend it has not. 
This study attempted to resolve the difference of opinions in 
terms of {1) the plan's effectiveness according to its original 
objectives, {2) t~~ degree of accuracy to which the plan was im-
plemented, and {3) the degree to which it followed the recom-
mendations found in the literature. The study also resulted in 
recommendations for the future of performance appraisal in large, 
urban school systems. 
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Chapter II 
A REVI&<l OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The history of management-by-objectives and its sub-area, 
performance appraisal, is centered in business and industry. 
Various accounts or their development and rise in popularity and 
use are common in business and industrial literature. Authors such 
as Peter Druckerl, Alfred Sloan2, and George Odiorne3 have all 
written extensively on the historical backgrounds of these areas or 
management. David Gordon in his dissertation, "An Analysis of 
Performance Appraisal Systems for Public School Administrators: 
The Problem and the Process",4 also summarizes this development 
in the business and industrial world. 
Rather than repeat this often-stated history, the thrust of 
this review was to trace the development of performance appraisal 
in the literature of educational administration. 
1Peter F. Drucker, Managing For Results (New York: Harper 
& Row, Inc., 1964). 
2Alfred P. Sloan, My Years With General Motors (New York: 
Doubleday, Inc., 1964). 
3George s. Odiorne, Management by Objectives (New York: 
Pitman Publishing Corp., 19o5). 
4navid R. Gordon, "An Analysis or Performance Appraisal 
Systems for Public School Administrators: The Problems and 
The Process" (Ph.d. dissertation, University or Pittsburgh, 
1976). 
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The Beginning 
Performance appraisal came to educational administration 
somewhere around 1969 or 1970 and began to appear in the literature 
about that same tiae. In his .1969 dissertation, "Evaluating the Job 
Performance of the High School Principal 11 ,5 MacQueen Jlade absolutely 
no aention of any preset objectives or individually-tailored approaches. 
This could indicate the uncommon, and possibly unheard of use of per-
formance appraisal at that tiae. 
This was surprising since performance appraisal was well-es-
tablished in business by the middle 50's and was thoroughly cri-
tiqued by many business authorities and academicians in the .late 
50's (A quite scathing critique was made by Douglas McGregor in 
1960 in The Human Side of Enterprise.6 Some of his experiences 
with performance appraisal and its place in his Theory I -
Theory Y scheme were quoted by Knezevich in 1973.7). 
Perhaps performance appraisal's 11re-birtb as an educator" 
>warren F. MacQueen, "Evaluating the Job Performance of the 
Public High School Principal" (Ph.d. dissertation University o1' 
Southern California, 1969). 
6 Douglas McGregor, The Human Side of Enterprise (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1960), Chapter 6. 
7steven Knezevich, Mana ement b Objectives - A Guidebook 
for Today's School Executive Arlington, Va.: American 
Association of ~chool Administrators, 1973), pp. 10-11. 
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was not altogether surprising if we recall Robert McNamara and his 
~whiz kids" of the 1960's who promoted the idea of bringing to various 
levels of government the "tried and true" practices of business and 
industry. Indeed, Cresap, McCormick, and Paget, the consulting firm 
for the Chicago Performance Appraisal Plan, is a business rather than 
an educational consulting firm. 
Status In 1971 
In 1971 Educational Research Service sent a questionnaire to all 
school systems in the United States having 25,000 or aore students. 
or the responding systems, 84 of 154 had formal evaluations for ad-
ministrators, but 70 still used very informal methods. 
The study was quoted in a speech by George Redfern to the 1972 
Convention of the NASSP.8 Several other interesting findings were 
discussed: 
1. An increasing number of school systems had developed and were 
carrying out systematic evaluation procedures for principals 
and other administrators. In 1964 only 50 evaluation programs -
many very inforaal - were reported in operation; by 1968 the 
number had increased to 62 and in 1971, the total vas 84. 
8George B. Redfern "Principals: Who's Evaluating Them, Why 
and How?" NASSP Bulletin, May 1972, PP• 85-87. 
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2. The larger the school system, the more likely an evaluation 
program existed for principals and other administrators. 
3· Evaluation programs applied to all administrators in most 
instances; the aost common practice was to evaluate personnel 
annually. 
4. Among the various purposes of evaluating principals and other 
administrators, four reasons predominated: (a) to identify 
areas needing improvement, (b) to measure current performance 
against prescribed standards, (c) to establish evidence to 
dismiss personnel, (d) to enable the individual to formulate 
appropriate performance objectives. 
Redfern quoted five basic assumptions of his own which were 
re-enforced by researcb:9 
1. The principal's productivity can be evaluated; not only can 
it be evaluated, but it should be evaluated. 
2. The principal should understand what's expected of bia. Re-
sponsibilities and expectations should be stated in written 
form and, if not in writing, oral understandings should be 
clear and carefully delineated. 
3. The principal should know to whom to look for direction and 
supervision and should understand that evaluation is an 
inherent caaponent of accountability. 
4. Standards of excellence should be designed to be used by 
9 Ibid., pp. Bo-87 
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the principal as yardsticks against which his performance may 
be measured. 
5. Performance objectives, related to the standards of excellence, 
should be formulated cooperatively by the principal and his 
evaluator and used to evaluate performance. 
Redfern was auch in favor of a system of performance appraisal 
for administrators. Of the aforementioned 84 responding school 
systems, about 75% used some predetermined performance standards, 
while 25% had adopted the performance objective aethod. However, 
performance appraisal was aore common in small systems (Chicago 
vas a notable exception here). He also quoted Arch Patton, who 
was paraphrasing Arnold Toynbee that a •bard" rather than an •easy• 
environment is mor~ likely to generate leadership, growth, and 
productivity than impede its development.lO 
Redfern continued and stated that he advocated an evaluation 
process that has as its primary purpose the improvement of per-
formance. Systematic evaluation is one such aethod. He also 
said that performance appraisal increases job understanding, sets 
standards of excellence, and allows for concrete and specific ob-
jectives, tailored to the particular needs of individual princi-
pals and designed to implement action. It makes accountability 
more than a cliche.ll 
10Ibid., p. 87. 
11Ibid., p. 90. 
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Growth of Performance Appraisal 
During the four years from 1970 through 1973, a wide variety of 
writings appeared in the literature - some were very much in favor 
of administrative accountability, in general, and performance ap-
praisal, in particular. Others warned of possible pitfalls in ia-
plementation and urged the principal to "seize the accountability 
initiative. nl2 
Edwards surveyed principals, teachers, superintendents, school 
board chairmen, and county commission chairmen in North Carolina. 
He made three general conclusions: 
1. Most were in favor of some sort of accountability. 
2. They also believed that accountability should be shared. 
). They felt that:most of the responsibility should lie with 
those in direct contact with students.l3 
Barnes indicated that school boards and superintendents see 
accountability as desirable, but said nothing of the principals' 
attitudes,l4 while Carr, studying job satisfaction of high school 
principals, stated that participation in the decision-making 
12Everett w. Nicholson, "Accountability through Performance 
Objectives." NASSP Bulletin, May 1972, p. 101. 
13Timothy I. Edwards, "A Study of Attitudes toward Educational 
Accountability Held by Selected Principals, Teachers, Superin-
tendents, School Board Chairmen, and County Commission Members 
in North Carolina" (Ph.d. dissertation, North Carolina State 
University,.l973). 
14Donald E. Barnes, "Performance Assessment for an Elemen-
tary School Principal" (Ph.d. dissertation, Univenity of 
Wisconsin, 1972). 
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process was aost important to principals - not salary.l5 
Crowder made a study of appraisal systems for administrators 
and supervisors in the Virginia public schools and concluded the 
following: 
1. There should be evaluation for administrators. 
2. There must be a set of definite policies and procedures for 
each evaluee. 
3· There should be aultiple appraisals throughout the school year. 
4. Criteria for such appraisals should be individualized for each 
evaluee. 
5. Performance goals are the best tool for individualizing these 
appraisals.l6 
Milton said that the performance of the principal aust be 
evaluated in teras of all the roles he plays. Checklists and the 
like are not enough.l7 Roald Campbell stated that a set of criteria 
for functions defined in behavioral terms is necessary for an evalu-
ation of administrative personne1,18 while Castetter and Hesler wrote 
15Robert w. Carr, "A Study of Job Satisfaction of High School 
Principals" (Ph.d. dissertation, University of Michigan, 1971) 
16John L. Crowder, "A Study of Administrative and Supervieory 
Appraisal Systems in the Virginia Public Schools" (Ph.d. disser-
tation, George Washington University, 197)). 
17aeorge E. Milton, et al, "The Principalehip: Job Speci-
fications and ~alary Considerations for the 70 1s," NASSP Bulletin 
197U, P• 65. 
18Roald F. Campbell, "Evaluation ef Administrative Perfor-
mance," American Association of ~chool Administrators, Febru~. 
197 J.. 
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that "performance appraisal is essential in school organization-
administration".l9 
Joseph Lamb of Columbia was of the opinion that school boards 
aust measure and assess the performance of administrators and teachers. 
The most effectiTe method for administrators - MBO. "It increases 
control through a clarification of pm:tpose".20 
The "father of PPBS in education," Harry J. Hartley, had some-
thing to say about evaluation's relation to PPBS, another phase of 
MBO: "PPBS brings out into the open most of our shortcomings in 
evaluation. Issues include: 
1. Will PPBS be used to evaluate teachers and programs? 
2. In the evaluation of programs, will abritrarily selected criteria 
be imposed on supervisors by the central office? 
The better approach might be to ask the supervisors to identify 
what criteria and levels of performance they will accept as a basis 
for evaluating their performance.w21 
l9william B. Casetter and Richard S. Hesler, "Appraising and 
Improving the Performance of School Administrative Personnel" 
(Ph.d. dissertation, University of' Pennsylvania, 1971). 
20 Joseph P. Lamb, 1Gleanings From the Private Sector," 
Educational Bulletin of Columbia University, December 1972. 
21Harry J. Hartley, 1 PPBS in Local Schools: A Status Report," 
NASSP Bulletin, October 1972. 
Biglin studied the attitudes of faculty and administrators 
relative to performance appraisal. He found no differences in regard 
to age, aex, length of tenure, etc. There was only a difference as 
to need for more evaluation.22 
Everett Nicholson of Purdue, writing for the NASSP Bulletin 
in 1972, indicated that "concerted efforts are directed toward 
determining how administrators might undergo formal evaluation 
and thus be classified in the accountability spectru.J'l." He advised 
principals to seize the initiative in the "accountability game," 
since he felt it was an inevitable trend. He suggested three 
"musts" for the principal: 
l. Establish a strong frame of reference for the development of 
performance objectives. 
2. Become familiar with the hierarchy of administrative task 
areas which need priorities in the implementation of perform-
ance objectives. 
3. Become skilled with the techniques of analyzing adminis-
trative performance.23 
22Ronald J. Biglin, "A Comparison of Opinions about Per-
formance Appraisal among Faculty and Administration in Insti-
tutions of Higher Education in Baltimore, Maryland" (Ph.d. 
dissertation, George Washington University, 1971). 
2~icholson, p. 101. 
Barilleaux agreed with this and said that 
Principals should view the accountability syndrome for 
proactiveness rather than the usual reactiveness ••• These 
conditions should be welcomed, but only on the assumption 
that a critical element of the accountability process is 
honored; principals must share in the formulation of the 
objectives for which they are to be accountable.24 
Howard Sampson, in his dissertation on applying a systems 
management theory to a large school system, stated that MBO is 
frequently perceived as an effective mean, but is not well-
implemented. One reason for this is that school systems 
frequently rush into an MBO system without adequate in-service 
work. 25 
Feltes agreed and strongly reco~~ended that any evalu-
ation system be field-tested to find out first if performance 
improves.26 
Anthony Mattaliano stated that--
experience has shown that there are several kinds of 
dangers and abuses faced by people working with MBO. 
Some of them included: 
1. The superior may write the management objectives 
and impose them on the subordinates. 
24Louis E. Barilleaux, "Accountability Through Per-
formance Objectives," NASSP Bulletin, May 1972, p. 105. 
25Howard L. Sampson, "A Model, for Applying Systems 
Management Theory to a Large School System" (Ph.d. dissertation, 
University of Wisconsin, 1973). 
26aonald L. Feltes, "Development of a Management Evalu-
ation System" (Ph.d. dissertation, University of Denver, 1973). 
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2. The weak administrator or supervisor may suddenly 
be !'approvable 11 if he is a creative writer of llanage-
ment objectives. In some cases be aay actually feel 
\bat he is now doing the job because he looks good 
through management-by-objectives paperwork. 
3. Management objectives may become an end in them-
selves rather than the means for improving educa-
tional ideas. If there is a "handing-in-time" 
when piles of objectives are sent in without a 
conference schedule for discussion between su-
perior and subordinate, there is an increasing 
danger that both are "goind through the motions." 
4. Unless there is a strong sense of "help the weak," 
there is a distinct possibility that people-resources 
and money-resources will accrue disproportionate~ 
to already strong schools or administrators. They 
will aost likely be the writers of the aost im-
pressive, creative, and effective looking manage-
llent objectives.27 
Knezevich's Summary 
Undoubtedly, ;tbe,:culmination of this "era" in the litera-
ture came in 1973 with the publication of Management by Objec-
tives and Results - A Guidebook for School Executives by Stephen 
Knezevich for the AASA.28 Chapter 2, "Management by Objectives 
by Results as a Personnel Management System"29 was most germane 
to this topic. 
27Anthony P. Mattaliano, "Management by Objectives: Tech-
niques for the Principal," NASSP Bulletin, October 1972, p. 69. 
2~nezevich 
29lbid., pp. 9-22 
28 
The author did an outstanding job of applying theories, 
practices, and lessons learned from the realm ,of private industry 
to education administration. 
Knezevich stated that Nthis chapter is concerned with the 
human relations dimension of MBO/R and the leadership strategies 
that are consistent with it." He referred to Douglas McGregor's 
The Human Side of Enterprise and said that in a Theory ! atmos-
phere, managers •rely less on threats of punishment to activate, 
and more on opportunities for creative expression and non-monetary 
rewards, such as recognition.n3U 
Knezevich also believed that "what many school systelllS call 
MBO ends up in fact as an approach to appraisal of the adminis-
trative personnel"~31 He quoted Odiorne who refers to this idea 
of MBO as a "results oriented system" where goals or objectives 
replace personality traits as appraisal criteria.32 (In that 
same work, Odiorne said that this narrow view of MBO is its 
greatest weakness and is frequently viewed in business as another 
personnel gimmick.)33 
.30 Ibid., P• 11 
31Ibid.' p. ll. 
32Ibid., P• 12. 
33 GeorgeS. Odiorne, "Management by Objectives," College 
_and University, March 1971, pp. 13-15. 
Knezevich quoted Heier's theory that MBO can be implemented 
without appraisal results, although this is rare. Heier also stated 
that none of the system can be imposed. He praised MBO/R and stated 
that it can be a tremendous morale booster, can assist in spotting 
future leaders, and that it must be properly launched with all in-
volved receiving a thorough prior briering.34 (A review of a 1970 
article of Heier's in "Personnel11 gave some pertinent guidelines 
for this research in terms or performance appraisal philosophy, 
inservice training, and techniques. He pointed out that many 
training sessions must be held before implementing a PA program. 
Sincerity and enthusiasm for the program are essential. He also 
stated that a good deal of time should be spend on the formulation 
or objectives and that the trainer should work with all manage-
ment groups as there must be a high degree of continuity and 
standardization present throughout the organization. Middle 
management must be convinced of the value of the plan before 
submitting it to upper management. A company cannot institute 
by fiatt PA will work much better on a voluntary basis.)35 
Knezevich pointed out that "evaluation by jointly deter-
mined job targets is not entirely new to education," although 
3~nezevich, p. 12. 
35w. D. Heier, "Implementing an Appraisal by Results 
Program," Personnel, November-December 1970. 
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it vas usually aore concerned with instruction. In business and 
industry it is aoaetimes called "aanagement personne!-eTaluation-
by-objectives-and-results" - MPEO/R. He agreed that this is the 
aost commonly used phase of MBO in education.36 
Written management contracts or output-oriented-position 
descriptions were discussed. These are similar to what Redfern 
called •cooperative appraisal (as opposed to unilateral) or 
job-target appraisal" instruaents.37 
Levinson evidently approved of MBO in theory but •re-
cognized the shortcomings of what sounds rational when it is 
put on paper •••••• no matter how detailed a job description, 
it is essentially static ••• the higher a aan rises in an 
organization and the more varied and subtle his work, the 
aore difficult it ·is to pin down objectives that represent 
more than a fraction of his work ••• may perpetuate and intensif.y 
hostility, resentment, and distrust between a aanager and sub-
ordinate ••• because it is based on a reward punishment psychology, 
the process of MBO in combination with perforaance appraisal is 
seli'-defeating ••• one of the greatest management illusions ••• 
fails to take adequately into account the deeper eaotional 
~nezevich, p. 12 
37Ibid. 
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components of motivation.nJ8 
Knezevich then discussed the relationship of appraisal by 
results to salaries and increments paid. He said that although 
school board members and other lay members think of MBO/R as an 
answer to the merit pay problems, 11 the reverse may occur - MBO/R 
may lose its inherent potential if it receives too much emphasis 
as a tool for determining the compensation for administrators.•J9 
Dealing with professional growth, Knezevich said that MBO/R 
"may reveal the kinds of special training needed to give the ad-
ministrator an opportunity to know his position better than anyone 
else, to integrate system objectives with managerial efforts, and 
to become a self-starter with the organization.•40 
And McGregor: "Performance appraisal has one of five 
purposes: salary administration, promotion, transfer, demotion, 
and terminationl~ln41 McGregor vas also quoted as saying that 
the "God complex" of some evaluators also may be the aost im-
portant reason why most appraisal systems do not work very well. 
Performance appraisal should be used only for counseling - super-
visors do not like to play God. 
38 14 Ibid., PP• -15. 
39~., P• 15. 
40Ibid., P• 16. 
41Ibid., PP• 12-lJ. 
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More from Levinson: " ••• cannot be objective in a society-
all goes back to subjectivity •••• highest point of self-motivation 
arises when there is a complementary conjunction of the aan 1s needs 
and the organization's requirements •••• examine any appraisal plan 
to see the extent to which it: {1) expresses the conviction that 
people are patsies to be driven, urged and manipulated, (2) fosters 
a genuine partnership between man and organization, {3) requires 
group action - needs direction from top and from each other, 
(4) provides for appraisal of managers by 8ubordinates."42 
Although Knezevich relied upon McGregor to a great extent 
in his treatise, a review of The Human Side of Enterprise revealed 
even more about the latter's emotions concerning performance ap-
praisal. In general, it could be said that McGregor was not 
anti-MBO, but disliked its formalization and threatening use in 
something as rigid as performance appraisal. He was an advocate 
of formulating objectives but as a means to self-improvement and 
"integration" with company goals. He was most assuredly opposed 
to the tying of performance appraisal to salary but recommended 
the ~~canlon-Plan" which essentially distributes salary bonuses 
to groups of employees who have achieved a savings or goal.43 
42Ib'd 8 ~·, P• 1 • 
4~cGregor, pp. 90-123. 
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Herzberg, Mausner and Snyderman arrived at no conclusions 
which could be considered contradictory to McGregor. They found 
that such things as salary, working conditions, poor supervision 
and administration could be "dissatisfiers" if not adequate ror 
employees but that these factors did not serve as "satisfiers" or 
result in motivation to any degree. For this reason they are called 
"hygienic" factors because they can only prevent dissatisfaction. 
Such factors as achievement, recognition, the work itself, respon-
sibility and advancement were the real satisfiers and could result 
in a high degree of motivation.44 
Pursuing some other pertinent references given by Knezevich: 
Drucker: "The absence of hygiene factors can make a person unhappy, 
but their presence does not necessarily make a person happy. He 
must be given challenging work and responsibility.n45 
Oberg: ~ork standards are becoming common (The organization 
sets the goals) ••• aatch practice to purpose in choosing appraisal 
tecbniques.n4b 
Wikstrom: Reported in 1966 that evaluees were setting and achieving 
44Frederick Herzberg, Bernard Mausner, Barbara Snyderman, 
The Motivation to Work, (New York; John Wiley and Sons, 1967). 
45p. F. Drucker, The Practice of Management, (New York: 
Harper-Row, Inc., 1954). p. 187. 
46oberg, "Make Performance Appraisal Relevant," Harvard 
Business Review, January-February 1972, pp. 61-67. 
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"easy or low" goals. "Salary administration tied to MBO defeats the 
developmental aspects of the program.•47 
McConkey: "Objectives must come from top to down. Should be a clear 
direct and demonstrated relationship between MBO and the compensation 
program."48 
Industrial Relations News: "Evaluees must be told salary incentives 
ahead of time. 1149 
-
Schleh: 11A management plan that does not tie the results that have 
been defined into pay is usually aissing a prime spur to account-
ability. "'0 
Quite obviously, the opinions and comments through 1973 
were quite varied and somewhat unconnected. Certainly adequate 
sources can be found to reinforce most any position on performance 
appraisal. 
Since 1973 
Beginning in 1974, there was a aarked decline in the output 
of literature relative to performance appraisal. Whether this in-
47w. S. Wikstrom, •Management by Objectives or Appraisal by 
Results," Conference Board Record, 1966, pp. 27-31. 
48Dale D. McConkey, How to Manage by Results, (New York: 
American Management Association, 1967). p. 62. 
49Industrial Relations News, Hovember 28, 1964. 
50Edward C. Schleh, Management by Results, (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1961). p. 88. 
35 
dicated the beginnings of a disenchantment with performance appraisal 
on the part of educators or merely an indication that the subject had 
been "exhausted" was difficult to say. 
The only pertinent and. significant research in this latter 
period was achieved by David Gordon of the University of Pittsburgh 
in his dissertation, "An Analysis of Performance Appraisal Systems 
for Public School Administrators: The Problem and the Process.n5l 
Gordon traced the literature of performance appraisal 
primarily as it developed in industrial management. He stressed 
the human relations theories related to performance appraisal as 
formulated by McGregor and Argyria. 
Gordon's research concluded,52 after studying nine Pennsylvania 
school districts wh~ch had implemented systems of performance ap-
praisal, the following: 
1. Both the time and financial resources necessary for intro-
duction and implementation of a performance appraisal plan 
were justifiable due to the positive results already being 
obtained by school districts participating in his study. 
Furthermore, administrators being evaluated generally took 
an affirmative view of the process and believed it capable 
of producing good results. 
2. It was possible for introduction and implementation to be 
5laordon. 
52 ~., pp. 220-227. 
inhibited by insensitive, poorly conceived planning and de-
velopment of performance appraisal regarding job security, 
compensation, fringe benefits, working conditions, confi-
dentiality of final evaluation reports, accurate descrip-
tions of job responsibilities and authority, acceptance and 
non-acceptance of final evaluation report, and bias of in-
dividual administrators in the system before the implementation. 
There vas little evidence to show that ineffectiveness bad 
occurred in any of the nine participating districts but 
rather that a cautious optimism vas expressed regarding 
performance appraisal in its ability to deal equitably with 
these elements. These conclusions amply demonstrated the 
need for sound; in-depth planning done in the atmosphere 
of flexibility·and sensitivity to these important concerns. 
3. The statistical data showed a moderately positive outcome 
that reflected a cautious wait-and-see or a still-willing-
to-be convinced attitude regarding Drganizational needs and 
goals being met and satisfied by performance appraisal. 
Furthermore, responding administrators believed that per-
formance appraisal can work and can provide much that is 
positive in their day-to-day workings on the job. It vas 
also apparent that the communications processes between 
superiors and subordinates and the teamwork approach to 
administration should be emphasized, better understood, 
and used to a greater extent. Inservice programs needed 
to be developed, as did counseling mechanisms for admin-
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istrators within the systems, if the systems were to provide 
the information that was necessary to carry out the intended 
procedures and purposes of performance appraisal. 
4. A moderately positive outcome was justifiable based on the 
data regarding the human needs and goals being met and 
satisfied by use of perfo~ance appraisal. Responding ad-
ministrators believed that performance appraisal does provide 
clearly stated job descriptions, the ability to be included 
in policy formation, and the opportunity for correcting the 
individual administrator's job weaknesses. Responding ad-
ministrators believed that performance appraisal does ~ 
provide them with compensation commensurate with their 
responsibilities or established written grievance procedures 
that are either adequate or usable, or the ability to seek 
counsel or advice without it being considered a weakness. 
Administrators are not accountable for stewardship of time 
and financial resources but board members did express 
greater satisfaction with reference to both accountability 
of time and money spent by administrators. Clearly, this last 
statement presented a contradiction. Finally, administrators 
believed the major rocus of the appraisal process is self-
motivation for self-improvement. There are also community 
demands that can be satisfied by the introduction and ia-
plementation of an administrator performance appraisal 
system. 
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S· Based on the beliefs of the superintendents in this stuqy and 
other lilllited data from administrative respondents, a tentative 
conclusion was that performance appraisal can provide account-
ability of time and financial resources that satisfied the de-
aands of school boards and communities. 
6. It was the overall conclusion that performance appraisal is 
worth the effort, the time, and the financial resources 
necessary to develop it, if it is conceived as a long-term 
project. The most difficult aspect of performance appraisal 
is what appears to be the easiest - its human elements. The 
tact, sensitivity, trust, and concern for one's fellow admin-
trators seems not to be given the consideration required. 
Gordon's Recommendations 
Gordon recommended the following:S3 
l. During the conceptualization stage prior to any formal in-
troduction, it would be well to remember that superintendents 
and central office staffs should introduce the idea of per-
formance appraisal before the school board demands it. 
2. Even if a school board member, rather than the central office 
staff, introduces the appraisal, it would be wise for ad-
ministrators to develop a rationale for putting off an 
iamediate connection with salaries for at least one year, 
53 ~·~ PP• 228-235 
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preferabLy two. This was confirmed by the dissatisfactioo 
registered with regard to any questions dealing with salary 
considerations of administrators. Interviews and written 
comments served as a further proof that salary was the issue 
around which most administrators believed the system was 
breaking down. Obviously, the problem is such that its 
relevance to the success· of any performance appraisal im-
plementation is crucial. It should be pointed out that ad-
ainistrators in all districts believed that salary ultiaately 
shouLd be tied to performance appraisal, but not at its 
introduction. 
3. The following were recommended for introducing a perfor-
mance appraisal system for public school administrators: 
(a) ALL administrators should be made aware that plans 
are under consideration for a major change in the way 
things are to be done. 
(b) Regular weekLy or biweekly meetings shouLd be held 
to supply information about the progress regarding the 
plana for development in the performance appraisal systems 
to be designed for use in the system. 
(c) Each administrator should be given the opportunity to 
have substantiaL input in the development and design of the 
strategies, instruments, and subsystems of the proposed 
appraisal program. 
(d) There shouLd be piLot testing of appraisal instruments 
and procedures before any final approval is given for the 
new system. 
(e) Performance appraisal for schooL administrators should 
move from first introduction to actual implementation in 
not Less than a period of two years. 
(f) There shouLd be constant and continuous discussion or 
the performance appraisal system's impLementation and 
pLanning stages at school board meetings. 
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(g) Members of the teaching staff should be consulted and 
given an opportunity for advisory input into the development 
of the appraisal system that is to be implemented for admin-
istrators. Although many administrators did not believe that 
teachers should have any part in an administrative performance 
appraisal system's implementation, there were zany who be-
lieved that by giving the opportunity for advisory input it 
would prepare them for the eventuality of an MBO appraisal 
system for the teaching staff. 
(h) Objective experts should be made available to the ad-
ministrative staff to help every administrator understand 
the complexities of an MBO performance appraisal system 
and to help design the instruments, strategies, and sub-
systems that will be part of it. 
(i) A commitment and endorsement of the designed and 
pilot-tested MBO performance appraisal system should be 
firmly established before final'implementation takes place. 
(j) Administrators should be involved in developing a school 
board policy that is broad enough to include all the intents 
of the proposed performance appraisal system. 
(k) Administrators should establish a contractual agreement 
with the school board, postponing any formal attachment of 
compensation to the appraisal system for at least one year 
after the newly designed program takes effect. Adminis-
trators should also establish a written guarantee concern-
ing their right to take part in any decision concerning 
an attachment of compensation to the results of the 
appraisal system.54 
4. The following group of recommendations revealed what 
provisions should be considered for inclusion in any per-
formance appraisal system's introduction: 
(a) A provision for detailed specific job descriotions 
that include the following: the specific skills required 
to carry out that position, a list of those things for 
which this position is held fully accountable, a list of 
54~., PP• 229-231 
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responsibilities which are shared in accountability, a clear 
statement of the limits of the authority of the position in-
cluding a statement that reflects decision-making ability 
without a prior consultation with superiors. 
(b) A provision in the position description or individual 
contract detailing the rights of the individual in case of 
controversy that would lead to either censure or dismissal 
from the position. 
(c) A provision that insures the confidentiality of an 
access to all personnel files that result from the appraisal 
processes. It should also deny the intention of performance. 
appraisal to provide data to justify transfer, demotion, or 
dismissal but rather foster a process of self-motivation for 
self-improvement to benefit the school organization. 
(d) A provision establishing the process of building a 
self-development plan based on the results of yearly 
appraisal. 
(e) A provision detailing the method by which objectives 
are to be written, reviewed, and the results shared with 
board aembers •. The objectives should be written so that 
they can be sho~n whether they are maintenance objectives 
or high-risk problem-solving or creative objectives. 
Further, the risks or intangibles should be spelled out 
in the writing, and provision should be included as to 
how the results of yearly appraisal will be reported to 
the school board and the community. Properly carried 
out, the results are powerful justification for needed 
budget requests concerning equipment, curriculum, in-
novation, and salary increases. 
(f) A provision instituting a yearly or bi-yearly account-
ability report on all areas under the MBO system to be 
given to the school board. This suggestion was meant 
for those wishing to carry MBO appraisal to their teach-
ing staff and could further result in the implementation 
of a total PPBS plan. 
(g) A provision that on a regularly planned basis, once 
a year at least, administrators sit down together pri-
vately and assess the needs of the organization and 
their own needs to see if a reasonable congruity exists. 
For this to be possible, a great deal of trust and con-
fidence in each other and the existing power structure 
aust be present. It this trust is not present, this 
recommendation should be ignored, since it would only lead 
to greater difficulty. Further, these meetings could pro-
vide the basis for discovering special skills possessed by 
individual administrators and provide individuals with an 
opportunity to meet a personal challenge. 
(h) A provision that teachers be included in an advisory 
capacity in planning and executing the appraisal program 
should be given careful consideration. 
(i) A provision that a team approach to educational admin-
istration be adopted by administrators seeking to use MBO/R 
as a basis for performance appraisal. 
(j) A provision requiring administrators to attend inservice 
programs and workshops in the area of group dynamics, sen-
sitivity training, humanizing school climates, needs assess-
ment, and evaluation techniques. 
(k) A provision requiring each administrator to take time 
to meet with his immediate subordinate as frequently as 
possible as a method of both facilitating communication 
and providing for counseling and advising of the sub-
ordinates when this is necessary. 
(1) A provision for a written grievance procedure pro-
viding for internal settlement of administrator conflicts. 
(m) A provision that the processes of communication should 
not be limited to paper and pen but should occur at regu-
lar intervals in the form of face-to-face meetings of the 
whole administrative staff, even to the point of having 
a bi-monthly meeting to discuss problems relating only to 
the appraisal process. 
(n) A provision for a step-by-step evaluation of the pro-
cedures and instruments used in the appraisal process 
with the goal of continuous growth and change in the 
process becoming a built-in part of the process. 
(o) A provision that any change in the appraisal process 
be aade acceptable to a three-fourths aajority of all 
administrators concerned. 
(p) A provision that the recycling process of the de-
velopment of objectives for a new school year not be 
decided upon at the same conference session that a 
final yearly appraisal session occurs. Further, that 
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administrators have the opportunity to appeal any decision 
if they are in near or total disagreement with a final 
yearly appraisal result that will influence yearly com-
pensation. 
(q) A provision establishing a formula for compensation 
that is consistent and also provides a cost of living 
increase for all administrttors regardless of the results 
of performance appraisal.~~ 
Gordon's Conclusions 
Gordon made some interesting concluding comments: 
1. Performance appraisal should not be expected to produce 
automatic or instant results. Like any technology, it 
contains no inherent aagic - it demands careful planning, 
attention to details, constant check-ups on activities, 
and the ability to be flexible continuously according to 
conditions and people. It should be remembered that per-
formance appraisal is not a man-machine system but rather 
a man-job-results system that relies almost exclusively on 
man in the present educational context.5° 
2. System building in education must continuously be aware of 
the uniqueness of its product - better, more able human 
beings. If the systems used to evaluate employees or 
schools are dehumanizing, their purpose in educating youth 
better is not well served.57 
55Ibid., pp 231-235. 
56Ibid., p. 238. 
57Ibid., p. 239. 
3· Development of performance appraisal that is sensitive·to 
individual and human needs becomes a potent challenge. Again 
an MBO/R approach offers the best hope for auceess, and with 
greater dissemination of what is already known and prospects 
for further developments from the behavioral sciences, even 
greater success can become a reality.58 
Chapter Summary 
Performance appraisal was introduced to educational ad-
ministration in 1969 or 1970. It received a great deal of at-
tention in the literature through 1973, at which time Knezevich 
wrote a summary of its use in education. Since 1973, very little 
has appeared on the subject with the exception of Gordon's dis-
sertation in which several practical recommendations were made. 
58 Ibid., p. ~ 
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CHAPTER III 
PRESENTATION OF THE DATA 
Introduction 
The gathering of data for this research was divided into two 
parts. The first consisted of a thorough study of the historical 
background of performance appraisal in the Chicago public schools. 
This included a study of the roles of the General Superintendent, 
the Board of Education, and the Chicago Principals' Association. 
The study also had to include an analysis of several pertinent 
documents, most notably "Development of a Compensation Plan for 
Administrative Positions111 which was submitted to the Board of 
Education by the consulting firm of Cresap, McCormick,,and Paget 
and "Administrative Compensation Plan,"2 the docUlllent which 
eventually became the official manual for the implementation of 
Chicago's system of performance appraisal. 
The second part of the data gattering process was accom-
plished through interviews of key administrators who were highly 
involved in the development and implementation of the Performance 
Appraisal Plan. These interviews are presented empirically with 
analysis following in Chapter IV. 
1cresap, McCormick, and Paget, Management Consultants. 
"Development of a Compensation Plan for Administrative Positions -
Board of Education, City of Chicago," Chicago 1969. (Photocopied.} 
2 Board of Education, City of Chicago, "Administrative 
Compensation Plan," Chicago, Karch 1971. (~otocopied.} 
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Part I - Historical Background of Performance Appraisal in 
the Chicago Public Schools 
Dr. James F. Redmond was appointed General Superintendent of 
the Chicago public schools, effective September 1, 1966. He suc-
ceeded Dr. Benjamin C. Willis, a Superintendent renowned for his 
administratiTe abilities and the massive school construction 
programs he supervised to meet the great migration of the 1950's 
and early 60's. He did not communicate well with minorities and 
community groups, however, and many claim this led to his contract 
not being renewed by the Board of Education. 
James Redmond brought auch promise to the job and within a 
comparatively short time made significant changes in the school 
system: Decentralization was accomplished when the city vas 
divided into three administratiTe "Areas," each with its own 
Associate Superintendent; more blacks were appointed to top 
administrative positions and the Office of Human Relations was 
greatly expanded; a Deputy Superintendent was appointed to be 
responsible for the day-to-day operations of the system (Dr. 
Manford Byrd, Jr., a black who had earlier been appointed by 
Redmond as one of his two administrative assistants), and, in 
1970, "community selection" of principals became a reality. 
Quite early in his tenure, Dr. Redmond had responded 
positively to the expressed desires of several Board of 
Education members that principals and other administrators 
should be held more accountable, that Board aembers and 
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upper level adnrlnistrators should have a better appraisal of the 
quality of the work of a specific principal (perhaps because of 
community pressures on many principals), and that salary raises 
should not be ~ranted en masse to every principal and adminis-
trator, both ~.ood and bad) 
More specifically, the above desires were aired openly at 
8 Board of Education meeting early in l9b8. Teachers had been 
granted a salary increase effective January 1 of that year as a 
result of Board and the Teachers' Union negotations. A cor-
responding package had been worked out for principals and 
other administrators. In approving the administrative salary 
increase, one Board member, Mrs. Louise Malis, reiterated 
earlier remarks conc~rning her desire for administrative 
salaries based on some sort of merit.4 
The Recommendations Of Cresap, McCormick, and Paget 
Within the next few weeks, however, members of the 
Chicago Principals' Club flooded Board of Education members 
with letters and telegrams stating opposition to merit pay 
provisions. Faced with mounting opinions on merit pay, both 
pro and con, the Superintendent told the Board of Education 
that he would be returning to them with recommendations on 
3 Interview with anonymous Board of Education staff 
member, May 1978. 
4Interview with anonymous Board of Education staff 
•ember, January 1979. 
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this subject. On August 28, 1968, the Board of Education approved 
a contract with the management consulting ftrm of Cresap, McCoraick, 
and Paget to conduct a study of administrative sal.aries and to 
recommend to the Superintendent and the Board of Education a plan 
for relating salary to the evaluation of performance.S Presum-
ably other consulting firms were contacted and interviewed re-
garding this project but Cresap, McCormick, and Paget (CMP) 
was selected because of its extensive experience with similar 
projects in business and industry.6 
During the next three months, CMP conducted an intensive 
review of administrative organization and salaries in the school 
system. Over 100 individuals were interviewed, questionnaires 
were sent to all administrators and past records and board re-
ports were studied in great detail. On December 10 of that 
same year, CMP submitted its preliminary report with recommen-
dations to the General Superintendent. The title of the report 
vas "Development of a Compensation Plan for Administrative 
Positions" and was divided into six parts: Introduction; 
Present Compensation Plans; Evaluation and Grading of Positions; 
Development of the Administrative Salary Plan; Salary Admin-
istration Policies, Procedures and Controls; and Suggested 
5 11Minutes of the Proceedings of the Board of Education, 
City of Chicago," Chicago, J.ugust 28, J.968. 
6Interview, January 1979. 
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course of Action.7 
(Before continuing, the reader ahould note the heavy focus 
throughout this report on salary: The iapetus for CMP vas derived 
from salary considerations, the title of the study vas •Development 
of a Compensation Plan" ••• , and aost of the eaphasis in the study 
dealt with salary. This emphasis on salary rather than adminis-
trative evaluation or performance appraisal will be crucial as 
conclusions are drawn and recommendations are aade later in this 
paper.) 
The objectives of CMP were: 
1. To develop a aethod for determining internal relationships 
and for classifying all positions included in the program. 
2. To establish a grading structure for the classifications 
which will provide a sufficient number of levels in proper 
relationship to assigned duties and responsibilities, inter-
nal consistency, and organizational requirements. 
3. To establish a pay structure based on the grading structure 
which reflects competitive requir~ents and appropriate re-
lationships to other positions within the Board of Education. 
4. To prepare written descriptions of the classifications. 
S. To outline a system of policy guides and procedures which 
provides for the continuing maintenance and administration 
of the plan, ensures orderly and consistent treatment o! 
7 Cresap, McCoraick, and Paget. 
so 
employees, and affords effective control over grading and 
pay matters. 
b. To review and recommend any needed improvement in the 
organization, staffing, and operations in the Board's De-
partment of Personnel related to compensation.B 
As the preceding section titles indicate, the Introduction 
was followed by quite thorough analysis of the then-current pay 
structure which, in turn, was followed by the most controversial 
area of the report, Evaluation and Grading of Positions. 
The latter was accomplished through six steps: Securing 
position information, classifying positions, selecting evalu-
ation factors, evaluating positions, weighting evaluation 
factors, and determining position grades.9 
The results of this process were bound to be controversial 
because of the highly subjective nature of the process. For ex-
~~ple, the evaluation factors selected were accountability, pre-
requisite knowledge and skills, relationships responsibility, 
and supervisory responsibility. The weights assigned to these 
four factors were 20, 1.5, 10, and 5, repectively. 10 
The net result was that all administrative positions were 
classified into twelve grades.ll 
8 ~., I, 1. 
9 III, 1. Ibid., 
-
10~., III, 7 • 
.L.libid., III - ). 
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In Part IV, Development of the Proposed Administrative Salar,y 
Plan, CMP based its recoliWendation for salary !'ranges" priaarily on 
'•prevailing salary data for comparable positions in other, J.arge 
urban school districts. nl2 
Part V, Salary Administration Policies, Procedures and Con-
trols, dealt with the specifics of implementing the plan. The 
first recommendation was to place principals on a twelve-month 
employment basis, and to grant proportional compensation and paid 
vacation time. Each administrator was to be placed within the 
appropriate salary range, which, for most, meant a raise. Also, 
an Administrator of Salary was recommended and periodic review 
and up-dating of position grades and saJ.ary ranges, using the 
twelve major cities. Other miscellaneous problems were ad-
dressed: hiring rates, re-hires, promotions, demotions, transfers, 
position re-evaluation, and salary control. It was at this same 
point in the report, however, that the term "performance appraisal" 
appeared for the first time along with "merit increases.«13 
Of performance appraisal, CMP stated: 
1. Effective salary administration relates compensation 
rewards to performance appraisal results rather than 
only to time spent in a position. 
12~., IV, 2. 
l3~ •• v, 9-11. 
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2. Each employee's performance should be appraised at least 
once a year, using an objective, formal performance ap-
praisal procedure. 
3· Each employee's performance should be appraised by his 
immediate supervisor and reviewed by at least the next 
higher supervisor. 
4. The performance appraisal procedure should produce 
overall ratings at three levels to correspond with the 
guidelines for determining merit increase amounts: 
Above satisfactory, Satisfactory, Below satisfactory.14 
CMP went on to recommend that a performance appraisal plan 
"must be based upon the supervisor's appraisal of the employee's 
attainment of specific performance standards and objectives which 
are mutually discussed and agreed to by the employee and his super-
Ti&or." Also, "that a COJilm.ittee, composed of the following: 
Assistant to General Superintendent, a Director, a District Super-
intendant, a Principal and the Administrator-Salary Administration, 
be formed to develop the program in the next six months and train 
all supervisors to its application.nlS 
Regarding merit increases, CMP recommended that these be 
granted annually "depending on the employee's performance and 
on the placement of his salary rate within the applicable salary 
range." A chart suggested percentages of merit increases which 
were: Satisfactory- up to~, Above Satisfactory- up to 10%.16 
l4 Ibid., v, 9. 
15 ~., v, 10. 
16~., Exhibit V-2 
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Chicago Principals' Club 
-
The involvement of the Chicago PrincipalB' Club (now known as 
the Chicago Principals' Association - CPA) is crucial to an historical 
account of the Cresap, McCormick, and Paget report. The reason for 
the CPA's involvement being crucial goes back to CMP 1 s statement 
that performance appraisal objectives ~ be mutually acceptable 
to evaluee and evaluator. Obviously, the entire "Perforlllance 
Appraisal Plan"l7 could not be successful unless both supervisors 
and those being supervised (principals) mutually believed in the 
plan's value and fairness as a basis for administrative evaluation. 
This is verified by the fact that in its report, CMP several 
times stated the importance of involving the principals' groups 
and that on December;26, 1968, the preliminary report was sub-
mitted to the CPA's president and the group's support was re-
quested. After some slight modifications, the report was en-
dorsed by the CPA and !etters were written to Board or Education 
aembers urging their approval of the report.lB 
The CMP report was approved by the Board of Education, and 
three committees were formed to deal with the plan's implementation: 
Salary, Evaluation of Positions, and Merit Pay (to determine the 
l?Board of Education, City of Chicago, "Performance Ap-
praisal Plan for Administrative Employees," Chicago, March 24, 1971. 
lBsamuel F. Dolnick to members of Board of Education, City or 
Chicago. 1 January 1969. Files of Chicago Principals' Association. 
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specifics of performance appraisal). On~ the latter was considered 
in this research. 
CMP was asked to continue as a consultant on the perforaance 
appraisal aspects of the plan and submitted a draft of a proposal 
for implementation. The draft was rejected by the CPA for the 
following reasons: 
1. 
2. 
3· 
4. 
s. 
6. 
The proposal: 
is not objective, but is complete~ subjective. 
does not provide for any buil~in promotional guidelines 
or criteria. 
is discriminatory in that no other group of certificated 
personnel is placed on a aerit pay scale. 
has a built-in quota system limiting the number of 
people who will be rated above satisfactory. 
does not define "below satisfactory" in relation to 
"unsatisfactory" and destroys built-in safeguards ot· 
the E-1 and E-2. 
is an obvious attempt to circumvent the Illinois 
School Code in demoting a principal without cause, arid 
contains the possibility of unlimited abuse ~nd harass-
ment against principals by their superiors.l 
The ahoneymoon• between Cresap, McCormick, and Paget and the 
Chicago Principals' Association was obviously over. 
It is unclear why the CPA "strongly urged" the adoption of 
the original CMP report and "completely rejected" the performance 
appraisal aspect of the plan. One can only surmise that the CPA 
19The Chicago Principals' Club News Bulletin, 30 June 19o9. 
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did not understand what performance appraisal implied or found the 
increased salary benefits, particularly the pla~ement of principals 
00 a twelve-month basis, attractive enough to outweigh the negative 
aspects of the original CMP report. 
The Early Years 
The years 1969 and 1970 were ones of great discord and con-
fusion as far as performance appraisal was concerned. The CPA 
documented twenty different aeetings held between_March 9 and 
August 12, 1969. Besides CPA representatives, the Board of Edu-
cation staff members usually present were the Director of Employee 
Relations, the Assistant Superintendent of Personnel, the Adminis-
trator in the Office of Empl~ee Relations, the Associate Super-
intendant for Administration, and representatives of the District 
Superintendents' and Directors' Associations. Generally speaking, 
there seemed to be serious disagreement as to whether various re-
visions of the CMP draft reflected objections raised at the various 
meetings or whether staff aembers, representing the Board of Edu-
cation, were maintaining a predetermined position. On December 1, 
1969, the CPA again rejected the performance appraisal draft for 
the same reasons given earlier. The principals insisted that the 
plan had not been developed with their cooperation and that they 
had never had the opportunity to voice their objections personallY 
to members of the Board of Education as a committee of the vhole.20 
20chicago Principals' Club, WReport on the Cresap, McCoraick, 
and Paget's Performance Appraisal Plan and the Role Played by the 
Chicago Principals' Club," December 1, 1969. 
So 
In any case it would seem that the plan was already in deep 
trouble as a meaningful instrument of evaluation as correspondence 
of November 25 from the CPA's President to Dr. Redmond indicted the 
plan as having "reprehensible facets" and referred to statements of 
Redmond to "blast" the Association for its opposition. 21 
Nevertheless, Board Report 69-674 set up a pilot-basis Perfor-
mance Appraisal Plan (PAP) for the academic year 1970-1971 and the 
PAP proceeded.22 Finally, in March of 1971, a final version of the 
Performance Appraisal Plan was approved by the Board of Education 
for full implementation beginning in September of 1971.23 
Curiously enough, the manual which was issued concerning the 
plan was still entitled "Administrative Compensation Plan.'' Al-
ttough the manual does contain many board reports related to salary, 
the bulk of the booklet concerns the specifics of implementing the 
performance appraisal portion of the plan. The two titles are still 
a frequent source of confusion among many Board of Education em-
ployees which perhaps might have been avoided by a more evaluation-
oriented title. 
21Thomas S. Burke to J8Jiles F. Redmond. 25 November 1969. 
Files of Chicago Principals' Association. 
2211Minutes of the Proceedings of the Board of Education, 
City of Chicago" Chicago, December 1~, 1969. 
2311 Performance Appraisal Plan for Administrative Employees.• 
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The Performance Appraisal Plan 
-
The manual consists of a total of 60 pages. The first five 
are devoted to the March 24, 1971, board report entitled "Adopt 
Administrative Compensation P1an"; 24 the next sixty are devoted 
to "Exhibit A - Performance Appraisal ~1an for Administrative 
Employees." 25 The last twelve are concerned with various charts 
concerning salary and position evaluation. 
The performance appraisal portion is divided into eight 
chapters: 
I. Introduction 
n. Key Responsibilities 
III. Performance Objectives 
rv. Interim Review 
v. Reporting of Results 
VI. Performance Appraisal 
VII. Review Meetings 
VIII. Additional Administrative Considerations 
Key elementa of each chapter are as follows: 
I. Introduction: 
1. States general objectives and advantages of a performance 
appraisal plan. 
24 
"Minutes of the Proceedings of the Board of Education, 
City of Chicago" Chicago, December 12, 1969 
25 
"Performance Appraisal Plan !or Administrative Employees." 
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2. Makes several promising statements, e.g. " ••• clearly relates 
compensation to performance results in a po'sition ••• reduces 
the element of subjectivity ••• equitable for all participants ••• 
provides motivation for administrators to improve their per-
formance ••• will result in the improvement of instruction •••• n 26 
II. Key Responsibilities: 
1. States: "The basic functions of every administrator can be 
described in terms of general, or overall, responsibilities. 
These general functions can be broken down into specific 
duties and responsibilities." 
2. Continues: "In addition ••• every administrator is faced with 
a number of specific problems or circumstances which may effect 
the achievement of successful performance of some of the key 
responsibilities of this position. These specifics are called 
"key factors" in the performance appraisal program." 
J. Gives numerous examples of both of the above and how they 
should be stated on individual performance appraisal docu-
ment.27 
III. Performance Objectives: 
1. States: "Performance objectives are written statements of the 
goals which administrators and their superiors agree should be 
26Ibid., 1-3 
27~., 4-7 
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accomplished during the review period." 
2. Gives purposes and guidelines for writing performance ob-
jectives. Major guide is the setting of performance ob-
jectives that are specific and established at significant 
and attainable levels. 
3· States that administrators should involve members of their 
staffs, communities, and, for high school, student bodies. 
Also, there should be "preliminary" performance objectives 
which are discussed with superior before the actual setting 
of goals. 
4. Continues that "the meeting between the administrator and his 
supervisor to establish objectives is the focal point of the 
PAP." 
5. Further continues that the standards for achievement of ob-
jectives should be qualitative and quantitative. Also, each 
objective should be weighted; the total being 100 percent. 
6. Concludes with guidelines for writing memorandum from admin-
istrator to supervisor, timing schedule (e.g. initial aeeting 
between district superintendent and principal should require 
three to four hours), and illustration of format to be 
followed. 28 
28Ibid., 8-16. 
60 
IV. Interim Review: 
1• States "Regularly scheduled individual reviews, with specific 
discussion of the objectives and accomplishments, should be 
aade to keep close track of progress and to provide for 
assistance as needed. The review of progress should not be 
left to chance."29 
v. Reporting of Results: 
1. States: "Accomplishment reports are written reports.by ad-
ministrators to their superiors briefly summarizing the 
results they have accomplished ••• These reports tell the 
superior the actual results which have been accomplished 
compared to the performance objectives •••• • 
2. Gives purposes of and suggested format for accomplishment 
reports. 
,3. Emphasizes that this report "should be sufficiently clear 
to afford easy comprehension by llanagers at ••• succeedingly 
higher levels above him. 11 3U 
VI. Performance Appraisal: 
1. States "The performance appraisal provides an organized 
aethod for the supervisor to reduce to writing on a scheduled 
basis his appraisal of a subordinate's performance. The 
29 ~-, 17. 
30Ibid.' 18-20. 
-
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basis for reaching these judgments is a review of the degree 
to which the results have met, exceeded, or failed to aeet 
the performance objectives and other responsibilities.• 
2. Defines the three levels of performance to be used by the 
supervisor. 
3· States that evaluation must consider the circumstances under 
which the results were accomplished. "During this analysis 
and judgment phase, the supervisor will want to ask himself 
certain specific questions about the employee's work and to 
reflect at the same time upon possible extenuating circum-
stances •••• " 
4. Continues with guidelines for specific numerical system 
wherein each objective is given "performance rating points" 
of 1, 3, or 5, which when multiplied by weightings give the 
"weighted score." Total weighted score determines whether 
the "Swmnary Performance Appraisal" is Level I, II or III. 
5. Finally gives illustration of format to be used by evalu-
ators.Jl 
VII. Review Meetings: 
l. States: "The basic purpose of the meeting is to look 
carefully at the immediate past as a means of improving 
both planning and performance in the immediate future." 
31 
~., 21-29. 
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2• FJnphasizes that this meeting should be "controlled and fraak, 11 
that this is a learning session, and that the subordinate should 
be shown a copy of the performance appraisal form. 
3· Concludes that "The concluding portion of the meeting should be 
slanted toward the future so that, before the meeting is ended, 
a new set of performance objectives for the next period is 
agreed upon. n32 
VIII. Additional Administrative Considerations: 
1. Covers miscellaneous topics such as personnel changes, appeal 
process, unsatisfactory performance (E-1, E-2 procedure to 
be continued), and the recommendations of a committee to meet 
in one year to review the plan and make recommendations.33 
1971-72 
The academic year 1971-72 saw the first full-year imple-
mentation of PAP. At its conclusion, in November of 1972, Dr. 
Redmond recommended to the Board of Education salary increases 
of ki% and 5t% for those administrators whose performance evalu-
ation was at Level II and Level III, respectively. (The reader 
might recall that the original recommendation of CMP was for ~ 
and 10%, respectively).34 
32~., 30-32. 
33Ibid., 33-35. 
34 Interview with Thomas Finnegan, Salary Administrator, 
Board of Education, City of Chicago, January 1979. 
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That same month the Chicago Principals' Association repreated 
eome of its objections regarding the PAP. 
1. A salary loss suffered in the switch from ten to twelve months. 
(Principals were now being paid the equivalent of fifty weeks 
of their former salary for fifty two weeks work. This vas 
contrary to the original recommendation or CMP for the equiv-
alent of fifty two weeks of former salary). 
2. Administrators had not received the general raise granted to 
teachers the previous September, nor had their schedule been 
updated on the basis of the twelve largest cities, as originally 
planned. 
3. Principals no longer received a supplementary salary for ad-
ministering after-school social centers. Instead, they re-
ceived 11 category points" which were not sufficient to raise 
the category for most principals. 
4. The CPA claimed that many procedural aspects of the ~AP 
had not been adhered to during the first year.35 
It should be noted again, however, that three out of the 
above four objections to the first year's program were salary re-
lated. Additional statistics which might explain the Board's 
hesitancy to grant the originally recommended increases were: 
bB% of the administrators received Level III performance ratings; 
3Sstatement of Thomas s. Burke to the Board of Education's 
Employee Salary Hearings, November 30, 1972. 
29% received Level II; and 3% received Level I.3o 
1972-73 
-
The academic year 1972-73 was virtually a re-run or the previous 
year from the standpoint or the Administrative Compensation Plan and 
performance appraisal. Increments of 4% and 5% were granted to Level 
II and Level III principals, respectively.37 The CPA continued to 
complain for the reasons stated previously, but in addition many 
principals' salaries had been virtually "frozen" because they had 
reached the top of their range, while the ranges had not been re-
vised as originally promised. Still, however, criticism focused on 
salary with the aspect of performance appraisal being lost. 
1973-74 
During the 1973-74 academic year, no change was seen in the 
aforementioned pattern until June 1974 when the Board's Adminis-
trative Salaries Committee made its report and recommendations. 
The report acknowledged many of the salary inequities which had 
been pointed out by the CPA: 196 teachers in the city were making 
more than their principals, 174 administrators would not receive 
any raise on September 1 of that year. 
3o 
1973. 
The Chicago Principals' Club News Bulletin, 28 August 
37Intetview with Thomas Finnegan. 
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The committee recommended that the system of ranges and 
quartiles be eliminated and that the Board return to the "step 
advancement concept of compensation," Provisions were made for 
exceptional circumstances. 
More important to this study, the committee stated: 11 This 
revised compensation retains the concept that salary increases 
are related to an administrator's performance. However, it 
modifies the current plan by granting performance appraisal in-
crements as performance compensation which is added to the ad-
ainistrator's salary for a period of one year on~. In order to 
receive a performance appraisal increment for the next school 
year, an administrator must once again receive a summary per-
formance appraisal eyaluation of Level II or III."38 
Additional guidelines for evaluation of administrative 
positions were given and re-classification of schools was again 
promised. (The last time schools had been re-classified was 
January 1, 1973. As of this writing, 198o, re-classification 
still has not taken place). 
Also, the report stated: "Reaffirm the continuanceLof the 
performance plan ••• with the following modifications; (All salary 
related)." In addition: •Four-fifths of the average increase 
-granted other employee groups shall be added to the administrative 
JBAdministrative Salaries Committee, Board of Education, 
City of Chicago, "Report of the Committee on Administrative 
Salaries," June 12, 1974. 
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salary schedule •••• The remaining one-fifth ••• shall be added to the 
performance appraisal percentage increment ••• for the ensuing year 
onlY• "39 
The report was passed with slight modifications on July 24, 
1974· 
One other noteworthy event: In late 1973, the CPA conducted 
a survey of its membership. According to the membership, the pro-
cedural aspects of the PAP were not being adhered to in about 40$ 
of the cases. Principals voted overwhelmingly to work toward the 
elimination of the PAP.4° 
In addition to the new schedule, the performance appraisal 
increments for that year were 4~ and st%.41 
1974-75 and 1975-76 
The years 1974-75 - 1975-76 saw no significant changes in 
terms of the PAP. At the conclusion of the 1974-75 year, all 
administrative salaries were raised by 7.2% with additional per-
formance appraisal increments of 2.2% and 2.~ for Levels II and 
III, respectively. The following year saw a general administrative 
increase of 5.68% but the Board then balked at granting the ad-
ditional "one-fifth" stipulated in 1974. After the filing of a 
39Ibid., 7. 
4°samuel F. Dolnick to general membership. 4 October 1973. 
Files of Chicago Principals' Association. 
41 Interview wi\h Thomas Finnegan. 
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grievance and the threat of a ~uit by the CPA, the additional 1.42% 
increment was granted to Level II and III administrators.42 This 
same school year also saw a general financial crisis which resulted 
in the school year being shortened by lb days and administrators 
laid-off an additional five days. For all practical purposes, this 
was the end of full-year employment for principals. 
In February of 1976, the Board's administrative Salaries 
committee again made some recommendations regarding the PAP. 
These were as follows: 
1. The total number of objectives should not exceed seven. 
2. Evaluator and evaluee must mutually agree to final list of 
objectives and also to standards. 
3. Evaluator and evaluee shall mutually agree to a definition of 
those standards for each objective which is required to attain 
a Level II Summary Appraisal. 
4. When it appears that an evaluee will receive a Summary 
Appraisal Level I for an appraisal year, one or more re-
views of progress must be held. 
5. An appeal procedure is provided if mutual agreement of the 
objectives is not obtained or if the Summary Performance 
Appraisal is not accepted by the evaluee. 
6. The second level review (Area Associate Superintendent) 
shall be eliminated (areas had been abolished that year). 
42Ibid. 
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1· Beginning with July 1, 197o, at the discretion of the evaluator, 
administrators whose most recent Summary Performance Appraisal 
is Level III need not be evaluated annually. However, such 
evaluee must be evaluated every other year. 
8. When an appeal of the Summary Performance Appraisal is re-
quested, the evaluee may, if he so desires, have the president 
of the employee group, or the president's appointee, partici-
pate in the review without a vote. 
9. Consideration be given to the advisability of disassociating 
the performance appraisal increment from the Adainistrative 
Compensation Plan. 
10. The evaluator and evaluee shall have a face-to-face Summary 
Appraisal conference. The evaluator shall sign the appraisal 
form prior to presenting it to the evaluee and the evaluee 
shall sign after the conference. The evaluee's signature is 
not to be construed as concurrence with the evaluation. The 
final portion of the conference should be slanted toward de-
velopi~g a new set of performance objectives for the next 
evaluation period.43 
All of the above, with the exception of number 7, were 
eventually implemented. The fact that many of these were restate-
ments of practices which were supposedly already in existence in-
dicated that not everyone was adhering to the guidelines of the 
43The Chicago Principals' Association Newsletter, 26 Feb-
ruary 1976. 
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PAP· 
1976-79 
The PAP remained in effect during the years 1976-79, but as 
indicated in the preceding, salary increments were no longer given. 
Raises corresponded to those given other education employees. 
Two additional items, directly related to the PAP, should be 
mentioned: 
First, on August 11, 1976, the Board adopted "System-Wide 
Goals and Objectives.n44 In a letter to the administrative staff 
on October 22 of that year, the General Superintendent stated: 
The establishment, distribution, and implementation of system-
wide goals and objectives are critical to our efforts to pro-
vide quality education, develop appropriate and innovative 
programs and resolve problems facing our school system •••• 
Several of the critical priority goals have been selected 
for the establishment of local school profiles •••• Additional 
information and guidelines on the continued implementation 
of our goals and objectives and their relationship to the 
PAP will be submitted to you within the next two weeks. In 
the meantime in order to avoid duplication of effort, staff 
are requested to delay the submission of objectives for 
this year as provided in the PAP and to use the enclosed 
materials to establish directions for the achievement of 
our system-wide goals and objectives.45 
The "priority goals" given to each school, along with data 
from the previous three years for that school, were: Index of 
Vandalism, Teacher Absenteeism Rate, and Faculty Integration. It 
44Board of Education of thtk'Ci ty of Chicago, "System-
Wide Goals and Objectives," August 11, 1976. 
45nr. Joseph P. Hannon to members of the staff, 22 October 
1976, Board of Education, Chicago. 
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was not until February 8, 1977, that the Deputy Superintendent for 
Field Service issued a directive for PAP objectives which were to 
include objectiTes to meet the priority goals.4° The CPA argued, 
of course, that there was a conflict with this direction of goals 
and the long-standing policy that goals should be "mutually" f'ora-
ulated.47 
In the two PAP years since that time, these priority goals 
have also been included in the principals' objectives. The debate 
between the Board and the CPA continues; the CPA claiming that the 
PAP has never been altered since July 1974. The CPA's Newsletter 
of September 14, 1978, stated: "Objectives mandated for all prin-
cipals from above - such as teacher attendance, pupil attendance, 
vandalism, etc., aust be considered as being something separate 
and apart from the PAP" :48 
Secondly, schools have not been reclassified since January 1, 
1973, even though the original Administrative Compensation Plan 
said that this was to take place annually. In November 1977, re-
classification almost took place. The Board's Finance Committee, 
46Dr. Bessie F. Lawrence to staff administrators, 8 February 
1977, Board of Education, Chicago 
47The Chicago Principals' Association Newsletter, 
14 September 1978. 
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III· 1979-Bo School Year Plan for the Improvement of Schools: 
A sample of the statistical analysis which was given to 
each principal for his school, including test scores, 
·;:reading objectives, teacher absenteeism and student at-
tendance. 
IV. Explanation of Building Level Profile Variables: Defi-
nitions and descriptions of various terminologies used 
in the program. 
v. BuiLding Level Plan - Elementary School: The actual 
form to be used by elementary school principals in 
setting objectives, some mandated and some optional, in 
view of the previous year's statistical data for that 
school. Five mandated objectives, derived from the 
System-Wide Goals and Objectives, were to be "weighted" 
to reflect between 50% and 80% o1· the principal's total 
efforts for that year with additional objectives added 
with the autual agreement of the District Superintendent. 
For each objective, there was a goal, a performance ob-
jective, a plan for evaluation, and an action plan. 
VI. Building Level Plan - High School: Similar to the ele-
mentary school plan, except fhat four mandatory goals 
are given which must be weighted to reflect between 40~ 
and 60~ of the principal's total efforts that year. 
VII. Tentative System-Wide Goals and Objectives - September 
1979: These goals covered the following eleven areas: 
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Student Achievement, Pupil Services, Community Relations, Human 
Relations, Learning Environment, Equality ·~f Opportunity, Per-
sonnel, Management, Finance, Governmental Relations, and Con-
servation. 
part II - Data From the Focused Interviews of Selected Administrators 
As stated in Chapter I, focused interviews were conducted with 
six principals in each of three districts in a former administrative 
area of the Chicago public schools (a total of 18 principals). Also, 
the three district superintendents supervising these principals were 
interviewed along with the former area associate superintendent who 
supervised the three district superintendents. In addition, the 
Deputy Superintendent of schools, to whom the area associates re-
ported, was also interviewed. 
The principals concerned were chosen at random from those 
who had worked with PAP and with that particular district super-
intendent for at least three years. The interviewed principals 
represented a valid sampling of the Chicago principals' population: 
5b% were male; 44% female; 17% secondary principals; 8)% elementar,y; 
and 28% were black and 72% were white. The mean lengths of admin-
istrative experience in Districts "X", "Y" and "Z" respectively, 
were, 9, 1St, and 11 for an overall mean of 12 years. 
Following is the presentation of data by item and district 
along with appropriate or unusual comments or examples cited by 
the various interviewees: 
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Item Hl: Improvements in Administration 
Principals - District I 
The six principals o:f District X rejected the statement "that 
compensation was clearly related to performance results," 
for one who said that this had been achieved "temporarily." 
except 
'nley 
also said that "the element of subjectivity11 had not been reduced 
and that PAP was not equitable for all participants. They were 
more divided on whether PAP provided for principals to improve 
their performance: Two said it did, two said it did not and two 
said it did not because of the lack of any monetary incentives. 
They were evenly split on the question of the plan's 
effectiveness in comparing actual results to the objectives, but 
almost all in this district said it did result in the improvement 
of instruction. Only two said it afforded the opportunity for 
better administrator-supervisor communications--however, these two 
said the opportunity was not fully taken--and two others said it 
did not help to identify needs for training and improvement. The 
reason one gave was that "it presupposes that the district super-
intendent has the expertise to accomplish this." 
Some comments were that the PAP sets up an "adversary situ-
ation between the principal and the district superintendent 11 , that 
the plan "unified the staff to achieve goals 11 and that the "prin-
cipal does not accept goals he cannot accomplish." 
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District Superintendent - District X 
The district superintendent said that compensation.was not 
related to performance, subjectivity had been reduced and that he 
"tried" to be equitable for all. He felt that it did provide for 
administrators to improve their performance, but that its success 
in comparing actual results to objectives was "limited." It did, 
he said, "help identify priorities and give the district superin-
tendent values across the District." He said PAP would result in 
the improvement of instruction depending upon the "aggressiveness" 
of the principal. PAP is a good method of communication, but does 
not "per se" identify individual needs. 
Principals - District Y 
The six principals in District Y agreed unanimously that 
PAP does not relate compensation to performance results but were 
divided on the questions of whether or not the plan reduces sub-
jectivity. Two believed that subjectivity was reduced and two 
said it was not. Two others said "somewhat" or "questionable." 
They were also split on the question of PAP's being equitable for 
all participants, with one saying that this depended on who the 
district superintendent was. Another stated that while PAP might 
be equitable within a specific district, it was clearly not 
equitable across the city. The principals were evenly split on 
the question of improving administrative performance, but one 
who said yes also said that at least it makes the district super-
intendent give a reason for his evaluation. All but one agreed 
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that, under the plan, actual results were compared to objectives but 
two stated "I made sure that I got good results" and that one's rating 
"depended on how well one can write." Only two principals in this 
District said that PAP improved instruction; two others commented that 
PAP was a "negligible 11 factor and that PAP made no more difference 
than any other evaluation plan. Only two stated that the plan af-
forded better opportunities for communication and one negative 
respondent said there was not sufficient time for good communications 
anyway. All but two, however, felt that PAP helped to identify areas 
of need for training and improvement with two pointing out that "PAP 
makes one find weaknesses" and "forces one to look at his job." 
District ~uperintendent - District Y 
The district superintendent in Y said that compensation had 
been related to results but that this had not taken place in three 
year. He also said that PAP had reduced subjectivity and that it 
was equitable !'or all participants. He also said that the plan did 
provide for administrators to ~prove their performance since 
principals had begun to make long-range plans and were not planning 
as much on a day-to-day basis. This was especially evident during 
the last two years. 
Also, actual results are compared to objectives because there 
is "direct principal input." It will result in improved instruction 
since now there is more planning. He and his principals do commun-
icate "much better than before because of PAP," and needs are better 
identified but "only for unsatisfactory pr!ncipals." 
11 
Principals - District Z 
In District Z the six principals also agreed that PAP did 
• 
not relate compensation to results, but two said there had been 
an Nattempt". They split two-to-two on the plan's reducing sub-
jectivity; another principal was uncertain and another said that 
she had no prior experience with which to compare PiP. Only two 
felt the plan was equitable for all and only two believed that it 
provides for administrators to improve their performance, one say-
ing that "it makes you look at your job." All but one principal 
believed PAP compares actual results to objectives while four of 
six believed it was a factor in improving instruction. One of 
these, however, said that instruction had improved in the last 
few years, but "not because of PAP." Four of six said PAP did 
not afford better opportunity for communication while all but one 
said it did not assist in identifying needs for training and de-
velopment. 
District Superintendent - District Z 
The final district superintendent interviewed believed that 
PAP related compensation to results "temporarily" and that it re-
duced subjectivity. PAP is "more equitable than other plans" and 
"properly handled" PAP will provide for administrators to improve 
their performance. PAP does compare results and objectives and 
•because it forced us to set instructional goals" will result in 
the improvement of instruction. PAP alone will not overcome 
communications barriers, but it has made principals identify staff 
needs. 
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Area Associate Superintendent 
The former associate superintendent, now retired, believed that 
compensation was related to performance but he was not sure that sub-
jectivity had been reduced. He did not think PAP was equitable from 
one district to another but that it did provide for improvement of 
performance because you had to "write things down and attach your 
name." Actual results are compared to objectives "if the objectives 
are realistic and specific; if vague, no." PAP "somewhat" improves 
instruction and "may" afford better administrative communications -
"Depended on original conference - too little time - too much pressure 
to get things in - not the design 1 s fault. 11 He was "not too sure" 
PAP identified individual needs. "All principals' have a masters or 
a doctorate. Weaknesses are human relations. PAP not designed for 
this." 
Deputy Superintendent 
This gentleman, who was second-in-command only to the General 
Superintendent, believed that PAP "somewhat" related compensation 
to results. It did not 11100% pinpoint efforts of people." The plan 
did reduce subjectivity partly because it "narrowed the items in the 
evaluation. 11 PAP is "generally as good as anything possible" in 
being equitable and __ provided for administrators to improve their 
performance. There was a "serious effort through the accomplishment 
report" to compare actual results with objectives and it did improve 
instruction, because "some discussion had to take place" among 
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teachers, principal, and district superintendent. Also, P!P afforded 
better communication for opportunities and identified the individual 
needs of principals. 
Item #2: Technical Directives 
Principals - District I 
The six principals did not all agree that they and the district 
superintendent had mutually agreed upon the principal's objectives at 
the beginning of the school year. One of the two not agreeing said 
that the district superintendent "put in what he wanted." They 
split three-to-three on whether or not the objectives were dis-
cussed during the year with one stating that "only reading scores" 
were discussed. There was a wide difference of opinion on whether 
objectives were set at significant and attainable levels. Two said 
yes; one, no; two did not know; and the last said "Significant - no. 
Attainable - yes. 11 This group was evenly split on involving com-
munity and staff in the identification of goals and three said that 
the district superintendent had shared his PAP with them before they 
did theirs. The other three were not sure. They divided four-to-two 
in agreeing that accomplishment reports are used by the district 
superintendent to plan for the following year. 
District Superintendent - District I 
This district superintendent said that all objectives were 
mutually agreed upon, but that this was "less so with a new principal" 
and that objectives were not "brand new every year." Objectives are 
discussed during the year, but he was "not sure if the principals 
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always realized this." He felt that it was extremely important that 
objectives be set at significant and attainable' levels. If not done, 
"priori ties will not really be established." He also said that prin-
cipals tended to involve members of the community, et al, during the 
early years of PAP, but that this has not been maintained. It was 
less true at the beginning of PAP that the district superintendent 
shared his PAP with principals. He felt that there was something 
contradictory with the preceding first statement; that is, that 
there cannot be mutual agreement if the district superintendent is 
imposing his objectives-- on principals. Finally, he said that the 
accomplishment reports of one year are used as a basis for planning 
for the following year. 
Principals - District Y 
In District Y, four of six principals said that their ob-
jectives were mutually agreed upon, but they were evenly split on 
whether objectives were discussed during the year. All said that 
their objectives were set at attainable levels but did not think 
they were significant. Two said they involved community and 
staff in their plans, two did not, and two said involvement was 
limited. Four said the district superintendent had shared his 
plans, but two were not sure. There was a two-two division on 
whether or not accomplishment reports are used in planning for 
the next year, but two were uncertain. 
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District Superintendent - District Y 
The district superintendent in District Y said that objectives 
were not mutually agreed upon at the beginning of the year, because 
the given deadline has usually been much later in the year. Ob-
jectives are discussed during the year only if either party wishes, 
and the objectives are set at significant and attainable levels. 
"Principals would be crazy to give out their plans to the community. 
Others should be involved in planning, not in PAP." This district 
superintendent does give his plans to principals, which recently 
have included goals from the General Superintendent. Also ac-
complishment reports are used in planning for the next PAP period. 
Principals - District Z 
Only one principal in District Z said that objectives were 
mutually agreed upon at the beginning of the year. The rest all 
stressed that objectives ~ agreed upon but not at the beginning 
of the year. Only two, however, said that they discussed these 
during the year with the district superintendent. Four-to-one, 
they said that objectives were set at significant and attainable 
levels with the last principal again saying that the objectives 
were attainable but not significant. Only the high school prin-
cipal said that he involved community and staff in formulating 
his objectives, but even he did not involve students. All said 
that they had never seen the district superintendent's PAP and 
all but bne said that accomplishment reports were not used in 
Planning for the following year. 
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District Superintendent - District Z 
This district superintendent said that he "lets principals set 
their own goals with the exception of one principal" and that he dis-
cusses them during the year "only when some are not being adhered to." 
Objectives are set at signti'icant and attainable levels and his prin-
cipals do not "formally11 involve others in their PAP 1s. He "generally" 
shares his plans with others, and he does "make comparisons between the 
old and new" PAP 1s. 
Area Associate Superintendent 
"Yes, it is probably true" that district superintendent's and 
principals mutually agree upon objectives, but they do not discuss 
these "much" during the year. 11 1 did not as the Area Associate." 
Objectives were significant and attainable. This was more true 
after the first year - after the 11bugs were out. 11 Some involve com-
munity and staff, but not students. District superintendents were 
11 told to 11 share their objectives and "most did." Were accomplishment 
reports used for the following year? 11SOile yes; others no. 11 
Deputy Superintendent 
The deputy superintendent stated his belief that objectives 
were mutually agreed upon by appropriate parties, but that he could 
only 11 presume" that these objectives were discussed during the year. 
There were "some flaws" in the setting of objectives at significant 
and attainable levels. It was 11 in the plans" that cDJDJilunities and 
staffs should be involved, but "how weJ.l?" he did not know. District 
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superintendents were supposed to share their plans and it was "in the 
design" that accomplishment reports should be a basis for planning for 
the following year. 
Item #3: Behavioral Changes 
Principals - District X 
Two of six principals in District X thought that they now 
planned their work more effectively because of PAP; the others saw 
no difference or at least not because of PAP. Four, however, thought 
that they now focused their attention and efforts more upon the most 
basic and critical functions of their positions. All feit that they 
looked at their work in practical terms, but two doubted that per-
formance appraisal had had any role in this. Five believed that it 
helped to identify areas in which central or district office per-
sonnel could be of help, but three of the five said that they ~didn~t 
get help anyway." Similar to number two, four believed that the plan 
helped them to channel their primary efforts into areas where the 
need was greatest, but only three felt that PAP had caused them to 
grow in competency and communicate more effectively. In the area 
of behavioral changes these principals reported that the PAP: 
"effected relationship with the district superintendent," "iden-
tified areas of success," "provided for a logical sequence of 
progress on long-range projects," and "made me a better wheeler-
dealer.11 
District Superintendent - District X 
When asked if administrators planned their work more effectively 
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because of PAP, the district superintendent in X responded, "Somewhat. 
some did. Some didn 1 t." When asked if princip.als focused their at-
tention upon basic functions better, he said, "definitely." He 
thought the new "School Profile" was poor since it did not give 
weightings for various schools. Referring to the statement that 
principals will look at their work more in practical terms, he 
stated, "Not too much. Too much verbiage, not practical. Should be 
more specific. Qualifying factors not discussed. Cost factor too 
important." To the question, do principals better identify areas of 
help from staff personnel?, he responded "No". But he said 11 Yes," 
to the statement principals do better to channel their efforts into 
areas of greatest need. When asked about priorities, he said "Good 
progress. Constancy of administration, important." (Good progress 
had taken place in terms of principals growing in competency and 
methods for communicating.) When asked to give other positive or 
negative behavioral effects of PAP, he said, positively: "New 
people - gave a good original encounter. District superintendent 
gave opinion - good opportunity for communications." Negatively: 
11 Encounter effect. Some principal rating sessions vsre painful. 
Not all the same. Need different evaluations." 
District Superintendent - District I 
This district superintendent said that principals do plan 
their work more effectively now. "Seeing plans in written fashion 
helps -did not see before." Also, because plans are formalized, 
Principals do focus their~ttention more upon critical functions 
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and do look at their jobs more practically. They do not identity 
areas of help from central and district staff better, because they 
"always did.'! Also, they do channel their efforts into areas of 
greatest need and they have become more competent and communicate 
better. 
Principals - District Z 
Only two of these six principals said that they now planned 
their work more effectively and one stated that this was not be-
cause of performance appraisal. Likewise, only two said that they 
now focused their attention more on priorities, but three said that 
they looked at their performance in more practical terms. Three 
said they could identify areas of help from outside staff, but two 
others said these were usually ineffective, and three stated that 
they felt they now channeled their primary efforts into those areas 
of greatest need. Finally, none gave PAP credit for any growth in 
competency that may have taken place. The only other behavioral 
effect reported was one Z principal who said he had "become more 
cynical of the system". 
District Superintendent - District Z 
This last district superintendent said that principals now 
plan better because "they have to write it down~¥ He also stated 
that the group now focuses its attention on priorities better •tr 
not distracted by community problems." He went on, "Forced some to 
give attention to priorities. Some used to be only administrators -
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. . 1 " not pr10c1pa s. He also felt that principals are now more practical 
because they "now look at test scores -pragmatic." They can identify 
areas of help from outside the school "because they go by goals." He 
conceded that they "may not have gotten help" in the past. He said 
the next statement was similar to the second and pointed out .tbat 
frequently "critical implies survival." He did not think that PAP 
had helped principals grow in competency or communicate better: "Not 
really - depends on trust level." 
Area Associate Superintendent 
The former Area "boss" was non-committal on the first: "Some 
did - some did not." He also said that if a principal was any good, 
he would focus his attention on the priority areas regardless of PAP. 
Likewise, he said that PAP "could not make this claim," referring to 
the statement that principals would now be more practical. Also, he 
said that principals would find help from outside staff without PAP, 
but "maybe" they would channel their primary efforts into those areas 
of greatest need because they must "write something down." Finally, 
he said principals would "grow anyway and communicate without it." 
Deputy Superintendent 
The lleputy Superintendent believed that many administrators 
Planned their work more effectively as a result of PAP. "Bulk of 
people planned to realize their objectives." He felt positively 
that principals focused their attention more on priorities and that 
they also look at their performance more in practical terms. He did 
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not think that principals better identified areas of assistance from 
central and district staff because of the plan, but did better channel 
their efforts into areas of greatest need and had grown in competency 
and were able to communicate better. 
Item #4: Three Attributes and Three Faults 
Interviewees were asked to give the three best attributes and 
the three greatest faults of PAP. Their responses included: 
Principals - District X 
Attributes: 
Set productivity objectives 
Related productivity to pay 
Evaluation process related to job success 
Forced administration to examine the goals of school 
Select priorities for school 
Implementation of goals 
Gave help in deciding use of time 
Made aware of necessity to communicate with community 
Does force one to look in retrospect 
Personal promises for future 
Does make you think about job 
Outline of aspirations for yourself and school 
Personal appraisal 
Causes principal to be introspective 
Planning guide 
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Faults: 
-
Failure to develop objectivity 
tack of consistency in setting and reviewing objectives 
Lack of consistency re merit pay obligations 
Imposition from without - lack or initial understanding 
Pay tie-in 
Final evaluation solely based on district superintendent's philosophy 
Failure to implement as planned 
District superintendent did not have skills or time to discuss real 
problems 
Did not consider differences in schools and students 
What is written is not realistic 
Board has not put in merit pay. Responsibility but no rewards. 
Tired of busting my ass and not getting paid for it. Must 
go to court. 
Too subjective 
No uniformity of ranking within district or from one district to 
another. 
Lack of true incentives 
Not standardized. 
District Superintendent - District I 
Attributes: 
Built-in requirement for communications in a new school year 
Effort, painful, of supervision to be discriminate - is necess&r7. 
Faults: 
Procedural - too heavy - committee did P!P 
Frailty of assumption that all supervisors are well equipped to 
rate others 
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Non-use of qualifying process 
1 - 5 scale - no zero 
Principals - District Y 
Attributes: 
Helpful to know superiors' goals 
Being forced to write makes you formulate goals - not always in 
conformity with district superintendent 
Makes you think about things 
Should be held accountable 
~etting specific objectives 
Given opportunity to discuss objectives with district superintendent 
Lets you direct staff better toward specific goals 
Might help you organize thoughts better - clarify better for someone 
else 
Set objectives - one year later take a look at them 
Made you think about what you'd do to Jccompl1sh objectives 
Time to look at ourselves - especially in accomplishment report -
makes you sit down and write 
Faults: 
No mandatory incentives - had to fight for them 
No periodic verbal accomplishment reports 
Imposed by someone who didn't know school system 
Learning process not conducive to this way 
Mechanics unrealistic - e.g., three hour talk 
Much too structured 
Not enough follow-up 
Regular revisions necessary 
No compensation - not encouraged to do a better job 
Tend to do things only for evaluation reasons 
someone claims credit for something you didn't do - tend to exag-
gerate - district superintendent can't check 
unrealistic job load for district superintendent - cannot be ob-
jective 
Time consuming - out of proportion with merits 
Imposition of key responsibilities from outside 
No incentives - pay or promotion 
Weighting of responsibilities - capricious and arbitrary 
District Superintendent - District Y 
Attributes: 
Formalizing objectives 
Mutual goal-setting between principal and district superintendent -
each not having other do work 
Improvement of communications between principal and district super-
intendent 
Faults: 
Inequity of compensation 
l.ack or downward thrust from General Superintendent on down 
Great disparity of f'onnat demands from district superintendents and 
area associate superintendents 
Principals - District Z 
Attributes: 
Makes one look at job 
Necessitated principal - district superintendent communications 
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Helps you think through program 
causes ideas to be put on paper 
Makes you see what you did accomplish 
Attempt to give merit pay- doesn't work 
If there was a pay raise - some way to identify and reward for 
running a good school 
Helps to identify goals more carefully and realistically 
Review accomplishments (some untrue and some can't be measured) 
and plan for the next year in writing 
Taking time out and planning 
Writing down objectives and identifying problems 
Faults: 
Original objectives not adhered to 
No motivation - salar,y increment eliminated 
Not implemented equitably 
Feedback and follow-up not a part of it 
No penalty for failure 
Time line not followed 
Superiors do not alearly follow guidelines 
Salary increments are for all or none - nothing fn_betwesn 
Given under false pretenses - no merit raise 
Unnecessary for competent principals 
Assumes something about process (writing objectives) that has 
never been proven 
No on-going evaluation 
Cannot always set a one-year deadline 
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conferences could be improved - objectives not done at beginning 
District Superintendent - District Z 
Attributes: 
Enabled principal to be compensated at decent level 
Assisted principal in focusing on needs and planning program 
District superintendent can objectively evaluate principals 
Faults: 
Accountability of principal, but principal cannot demand;_of staff 
Terminated merit increases - district superintendent could reward 
high performance 
Area Associate Superintendent 
Attributes: 
Had to write things down 
Had to discuss with communities - helped relationships 
If guidelines followed, contributed to balanced viewpoint. 
Faults: 
Tying to compensation 
Scoring system poor - not rational 
Too much time required for middle and upper level administrators 
Deputy Superintendent 
Attributes: 
Asked principal to identify and set priorities - formalized this 
Brought evaluation in touch with his thinking - not vulnerable to 
someone not in tune with 
Review with ideas for coming year 
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Faults: 
compensation attached - PAP good in own right. 
Item #5: Effect on Education 
Interviewees were next asked if PAP has had any effect on the 
education of the children of Chicago. All were asked to name positive 
or negative effects. 
Principals - District X 
Five of the District X principals thought that PAP had had some 
positive effects on the educational program, but two also felt that 
there had been some negative effects. 
These were: 
Positive: 
Developed process for developing instructional goals 
Provided opportunity for program development 
Insisted on raising scores and did 
Focused on priorities - and did 
Improved supervision and administration 
Positive effects on scores 
Task-oriented 
Causes principals to be introspective 
Planning and self-evaluation 
Negative: 
Problem relating money to needs - principals not included in 
budget preparation 
Adversary situation can result 
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Failure of Central Office to do their part 
some distasteful aspects 
District Superintendent - District I 
Positive: 
Gave opportunity to communicate on mission 
Does not improve scores, but is part of process 
Negative: 
Too much pre-occupation with procedure. Gets bogged down. 
Principals - District Y 
In District Y only one principal believed that there had been 
any positive effects as a result of the plan while two said there 
had been negative effects• 
Positive: 
Made administration set specific objectives 
Evaluation good at all levels 
Negative: 
Imposed nuisance 
Interference with principal's job 
If I can't do job, paper and pencil won't do it 
Not an aid to education - attempt to impose accountability 
Board members thought principals were making too much money 
- excuse to keep salaries down - principals not only 
persons responsible. 
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District Superintendent - District Y 
positive: 
Improvement of administration improves instruction 
Principals - District Z 
Two principals in this third district expressed opinions 
that there had been some positive effects to PAP, while three 
made negative comments: 
Positive: 
Mutual discussion 
Goals should come from top - all working on same goals 
Negative: 
Not an educational program 
Just wasted time 
Time could be better utilized 
District Superintendent - District Z 
Positive: 
Principals have planned for the ~rovement of the educational 
program - resulted in higher achievement levels 
Principals can pinpoint areas to which to devote resources 
Area Associate Superintendent 
The former Area Associate generally spoke favorably about 
PAP's role in the educational program: 
Positive: 
If three basic functions adhered to, then PAP was an aid - Ad-
ministration, supervision, communication. 
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If built on principles, PAP, particularly in reading, focused on im-
portant areas. 
~egative: 
OnlY by setting unrealistic goals - incapable or too easy 
Deputy Superintendent 
The Deputy spoke very strongly on this point 
Positive: 
~ an educational program 
Negative: 
Some negative feelings attached - too many ways to doom it 
Item #6: - Key Elements 
Interviewees were asked to identify those elements of the 
Chicago performance appraisal plan which they believed should be 
continued, changed or discarded. These were to be chosen from a 
list of eight key elements. 
In addition, ·principals and superintendents were also asked 
their opinion of using PAP for teacher evaluation. 
Principals - District X 
All of the six principals in District X said that they were 
for the retention of a management-by-objectives approach to admin-
istration and individual and specific written goals and standards 
for administrators. Only two, however, felt that community and 
staff should participate in the formation of objectives, although 
one additional thought the community's role should be changed to 
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one of a consultant. All favored the comparison of results to ob-
jectives through the accomplishment report, but all thought that 
specific numerical ratings should be-dropped. All principals ad-
vocated the retention of the practice of using the goals and ac-
complishments of one year to prepare for the next, but they were 
evenly divided on salary increments tied to performance results. 
They were also evenly divided on the use of performance appraisal 
for teacher evaluation. Those opposing this use gave as their 
reasons: 11wouldn' t work," "not necessary" and "teachers have 
different roles - information not always available." 
District Superintendent - District X 
The district s~perintendent also favored the retention of 
an MBO approach and individual written goals for each evaluee. He 
was opposed to community participation because 11 it's not a part 
now anyway." He also did not favor the interim review per se saying 
"Not worth much - do not need another procedure to do this. 11 The 
accomplishment report was favored as were specific numerical ratings, 
but they should be "more specific. 11 He also said that the use of 
goals from one year to prepare for the next should be retained 
along with salary increments. Of the latter, he said they should 
be "larger percentages." Regarding teacher evaluation, he said 
"No. Never get it straightened out. CTU too formidable." 
Principals - District Y 
Five of six principals in this district were in favor of the 
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retention of an MBO approach to administration, but only four said they 
thought that individual and specific written goals and standards should 
be retained. Oce of those dissenting thought that these goals should 
be written but that the present standards were too vague. Only one 
wanted other participation and that for staff only. All but two of 
six okayed the interim review. They split,three-to-three, on re-
taining or discarding the reporting of results through the accolllp-
lishment report, but only one favored the retention of specific 
numerical results. All but one thought that the use of goals from 
one year to prepare for the next should be retained, but two were in 
favor and four were opposed to salary increments tied to performance 
ratings. Only one saw any merit in the idea of using performance 
appraisal with teachers and she thought that this would not be 
practical in her school with 45 teachers. 
District Superintendent - District Y 
This district superintendent was strongly in favor of MBO in 
school administration, and individual and specific goals and standards. 
He thought that community participation should take plaee "only in 
broad goal-planning sessions." However, he did like the intert. re-
view provision, as well as the comparison of results through the 
accomplishment report. He opposed specific numerical ratings saying 
that "a superior principal is superior regardless." He thought the 
use of goals and accomplishments from one year to prepare for the 
next was good, but vas not in favor of salary being tied to evaluation: 
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npast record railed; action should be taken on unsatisfactories; makes 
no difference in principals." He also added at this point: ''Need to 
revise manual; never adequate inservice; not using MBO." When asked 
about .PA.P for teachers, he said, "Yes. Each teacher should present 
goals - not formalized." 
.Principals - District Z 
The six principals in this district all favored an MBO approach 
to administration but only half of them approved of indi¥idual and 
specific goals and standards. One of those opposed thought that goals 
should be more "flexible," while another favored goals but not 
standards. One okayed community and staff participation and another 
said staff only. Four favored the interim review and four also 
favored the comparison of results through the accomplishment report. 
All were opposed to specific numerical ratings, but one said that 
"more elaboration was needed." All but one were in favor of using 
one year's goals to prepare for the next. Only two agreed to salary 
increments tied to evaluation, but an additional principal said: 
"Yes, but not working now - cannot all get the same - should be 
graduated." In regard to using performance appraisal for evaluating 
teachers, only two were mildly interested and both of these said 
that it should be for planning only - not for evaluation and with 
no merit pay connected. 
District ~uperintendent - District Z 
This district superintendent favored the retention or MBO, 
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but thought that there should be individual goals, but not standards, 
for administrators. He approved of participation by community and 
staff, the interim review, and the accomplishment report. He thought 
the use of specific numerical ratings should be "simplified," but 
okayed both the use of goals from one year to prepare for the next 
and salary incentives tied to ratings. He felt that teachers should 
be brought into performance appraisal since they "should be held more 
accountable." 
Area Associate Superintendent 
The area associate thought that MBO in administration "has 
value" and that individual and specific goals and standards were 
good. He was also in favor of community and staff participation as 
well as the interim review, although "not much done." The accom-
plishment report was good but specific numerical ratings are "ir-
rational." Using last year's goals for next year was favored but 
salary increments related to PAP should be discarded. He had quite 
a bit to say on teacher evaluation re appraisal: "A modified version 
might work in small schools, but in large schools it would have to be 
greatly simplified. Prefer to present system, which is outmoded and 
meaningless." 
Deputy Superintendent 
The man formerly responsible for the day-to-day operation of 
the entire school system favored MBO and specific goals and standards 
for each administrator. He thought that involvement by others should 
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be modified as follows: "Staff - how they'd be evaluated; educational 
session with community." The interim review and accomplishment report 
were approved but numerical ratings needed "some changes." He would 
retain the use of one year's goals to prepare for the next, but thought 
the pay increments should be eliminated. He did not favor performance 
appraisal for teachers, but thought that an teachers should have some 
objectives. 
Item H7: Evaluation .!:'reference 
Interviewees were asked next to state their preference on ad-
ministrative evaluation plans: PAP, annual conferences with superior 
or informal evaluation, formal checklist or other evaluative instru-
ment, or some other form of evaluation. Preferences were: 
.l:'rincipals - District X 
Three of six principals in this district favored PAP (two with 
some modifications) and three favored an annual conference with the 
district superintendent. This latter group, however, called for: 
11 an achievement quotient" based on test scores, a formal list of 
expectations from the district superintendent, and use of PA.I:' as 
a discussion guide. 
District ~uperintendent - District X 
The district superintendent favored a checklist for ex-
nerienced principals, which he felt was sufficient, and PA.I:' (with 
revisions) for younger principals. 
Principals - District Y 
Five of six principals in District Y would like to see an 
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annual conference with the district superintendent for informal eval-
uation. One said that this should include some "broad objectives" or 
that it should be a "modified PAP~" One other principal favored PAP 
with some changes as the administrative evaluation method. 
District ~uperintendent - District Y 
This district superintendent would like to see a formal check-
list. He explained: "In addition to checklist, specific items for 
each school between district superintendent and principal - very 
specific. Should be reflective of existing Board of Education 
policies and procedures. Should contain formal and open-ended 
items." 
Principals - District Z 
In District Z there was a wide variety of evaluation preferences. 
Two of six principals favored PAP, with some revisions; two would like 
to see an annual conference with their district superintendent for in-
formal evaluation; one other wanted a combination of an informal con-
ference and a formal checklist; and still another wanted a combination 
of PAP and an informal conference. One principal pointed out that 
"the whole thing depends on trust in your boss. If your boss can't 
be trusted, then a more objective system, such as a checklist, would 
be necessary. 11 
District Superintendent - District Z 
Finally, this district superintendent preferred to see PAP 
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continued with some changes. 
Area Associate ~uperintendent 
"PAP still has value, but an annual conference informal evalu-
ation is probably more practical," said the former Area ~uperintendent. 
Deputy Superintendent 
PAP, with some changes, is still the choice of the Deputy Super-
intendent of Schools. 
Items #8 and 19: Salary Increments and Comments 
Interview responses for Items #8 and #9 have been combined be-
cause of the relevancy of the two. Explanations of why or why not 
a principal or super~ntendent was in favor of evaluation tied to 
salary increment, and general comments on PAP, usually were quite 
similar. 
Principals - District X 
Four of the six principals in District X were in favor ot' ad-
ministrative evaluation tied to salary increments, while two were 
opposed. One of the four was opposed to such increments when re-
sponding to Item #6. She stated she was for the increments "if' 
done the right way- fairly." Others in this group indicated 
their opinions that the process is "too subjective," "favoritism" 
was shown, and the plan causes "too much pressure." 
General comments on PAP included: "Lack of proper imple-
Dlentation by the Central Office," "Low priority of district super-
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intendant," "No original in-put," "low credibility," "no inservice," 
u5 ubjectivity exhibited by district superintendent," and 11tailure to 
meet merit pay objectives." 
District Superintendent - District X 
This district superintendent spoke strongly in favor of salary 
increments, saying that they should be large enough to offer a real 
performance incentive. 
Principals - District Y 
Only one of six principals in District Y approved of salary 
increments tied to evaluation, although one who gave a negative 
opinion had respond~ positively on Item H6. Comments were: 
"Did not follow plan," "Should be reward and punishment, but no 
money involved," "Persons doing it had no idea on time," "Too 
cwnbersome- bound to fail," "Board didn't live up to terms -took 
away salary," "Good plan, if followed. Unfair when part of plan 
has been reneged on," "A failure- not objective- different pro-
cedures," "Goals now given," "Not possible to evaluate in terms 
of objectives - too many changes - resources not available - no 
control over variables." "Failure attributed to time -most 
looked on it as a punitive tool. Salary increment withdrawal 
made it a farce," "Prepared by group who did not understand 
school administration. Human element cannot be measured," "Tends 
to be more valuable to good writers. District superintendent has 
said you must have~ pages." 
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District Superintendent - District Y 
The district superintendent of District Y was not in favor of 
pay increments as a result of evaluation. 11 .PA.P has fallen into dis-
use. Looked good at the beginning. Not refined to meet changing 
times - too cumbersome. Time element important. No allowance in 
schedule to allow for this type of document." 
Principals - District Z 
Principals in this district split three-to-three in their 
opinions of salary increments tied to evaluation. Among their 
comments were: "Failure - no follow through. Recognition and 
penalties should be a part. Also, training and assistance for 
those who need it," "Concept good, but not followed," "I've never 
seen Hannon's or district superintendent's goals," "Do not need 
pay increments. If good, then will be promoted," "Inadequately 
researched concept. Superimposes unnecessary format," "Regu-
larizes a principal's objectives -brings out need for general 
objectives," "district superintendent still uses other criteria 
for evaluation." 
District Superintendent - District Z 
This was the second district superintendent to speak very 
strongly in favor of pay increments tied to evaluation. He said 
that it "provides for opportunity to reward. PAP successful until 
no money." 
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Area Associate Superintendent 
This gentleman was not in favor of salary increments. "Not done 
well. Large system too hard. Twenty-five district superintendents -
all with own viewpoints. Not in principle - not possible without 
considerable work. Are criteria for everyone? Time must be provided 
to make it work. Maybe wrong time of year -maybe calendar year." 
Deputy Superintendent 
The Deputy Superintendent expressed the opinion that some 
changes have to be made in the method of allotting pay increments, 
but that he was in favor of such pay. "Like to reward outstanding. 
Some should be rewarded. Reward differences in committment. Give 
some principals scholarships - bonuses - maybe as high as 10%. Don't 
have right vehicle. Happens because of work. Needs to be something." 
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CHAPTER IV 
SUMMARY AKD ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Introduction 
The summary and analysis was divided into four parts: 
Part I - Summary of the Interview Data 
Part II - Comparison of the Interview Data and the PAP Document 
Part III -.Comparison of the Chicago Performance Aooraisal Plan 
(as evidenced by the PAP Document and the interview 
data) and the Relevant Literature. 
Part IV - Analysis 
Part I was undertaken in three phases: 
A - Comparisons and Contrasts among Principals 
B - Comparisons and Contrasts among Superintendents 
c - Comparisons and Contrasts between Principals and Super-
in ten dents 
The four parts, as given above, provided for comparisons 
and contrasts among all or the data components gathered in the 
research. 
On the basis or this summary and analysis, conclusions and 
recommendations were made and reported in Chapter V. 
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Part I - Summary of the Interview Data 
A. Comparisons and Contrasts Among Princioals 
Item #l: Improvements in Administration 
Of the eighteen participating principals, only three thought 
tllere had been any attempt to "relate compensation to performance 
results" through the Performance Appraisal Plan. Comments through-
out the interviews indicated that this was the element that em-
bittered principals most. They believed that PAP had been "sold 
to them" primarily on this point and that the Board of Education 
had "reneged" on its part of the deal. Feelings were so strong 
on this point that it made the job of obtaining an objective view-
point on the remainder of this and the other items quite difficult. 
Nine principals, on the other hand, believed that some effort 
had been made to "reduce the element of subjectivity." All but one 
of these were assigned in Districts Y and z, where there was ob-
viously a much greater degree of trust and friendship toward the 
district superintendents. Open hostility toward the district 
suoerintendent in District X was quite apparent in most interviews. 
This hostility might be attributed to the fact that several prin-
cipals in District X reported that, during the first PAP year, 
this district superintendent had rated half of the principals 
in Category III (highest possible) and the other half in Category 
II. The second PAP year, these ratings were reversed e:xactly. 
Si:x principals were of the opinion that the plan was 
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ueauitable for all participants." Again, all but one of these were in 
Districts Y or Z. Those voicing a negative opinion on this point 
generally indicated that they felt t'be Plan was· equitable within 
their district, but not among the twenty-seven districts across the 
city (Many variations in format and ratings had been reported over 
tt,e years by the Chicago Principals 1 Association.) 
On the topic of improving administrative performance, seven 
also indicated that there had been some positive results because of 
PAP. Thirteen responded positively to the PAP objective of "com-
parison of actual results ••• to the objectives presiously agreed 
upon. 11 This viewpoint was later verified by the principals 1 ap-
proval of Management-by-Objectives, in general. Some indicated 
that they 11made sure they got good results, 11 but there was, never-
theless, a favorable, if begrudged, response to this point. 
Perhaps the most interesting response of the entire series of 
interviews was tl:e next regarding tbe 11 improvement of instruction. 11 
Eleven Principals made positive comments, but five of H:ese were in 
District X. The district superintendent of X, although not well-
liked and not considered to be subjective, had greatly em~hasized 
instruction and the improvement of reading and math scores in his 
district's PAP's. All of the elementary school principals in his 
district admitted that this emphasis had helped their instructional 
proprams. Elementary school principals in the other two districts 
generally indicated that they looked upon PAP as an administrative 
tool, not an educational one, or that, if instructional improvement 
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had taken place in tte last few years, it was not because of PAP. 
Six principals in all said that the plan had "afforded the 
opportunity for administrators and tl;eir supervisors to c01TD'11Unicate 
more effectively," but ten thought it helped to "identify individual 
needs for training and development as a means of improving the prin-
cipal's performance." 
-Item #2: Technical Directives 
The first statement in Item #2 really called for agreement or 
disagreement on two points: "mutual agreement" upon the principal's 
objectives and "at the beginning of the school year." Although nine 
principals responded positively to the statemEnt, at lenst four others 
disagreed with the statement because the process did not take place 
at the beginning of the year. Some reported that this took place as 
late as March. 
One-half, or nine of all the principals interviewed, stated 
that they and the district superintendent do discuss their objectives 
during the school year, or that there is at least the offer or the 
opportunity. Two principals in District X indicated that the only 
thing discussed was reading scores. 
The third statement again called for agreement or disagreement 
on two points: "sig-nificant" and "attainable" objectives. While 
twelve principals approved of both of these, three others said their 
objectives were attainable but not significant. Two others found 
this statement too difficult for a response. 
Regarding the involvement of community and staff (and in high 
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schools, the students), only six of the eighteen gave unqualified 
positive responses. Several others spoke of a general involvement 
or an involvement in the planning, but not in PAP itself. Two of 
the three high school principals claimed that they did involve 
students in their PAP's. 
Seven principals said that they did see the district super-
intendent's PAP before doing their own, three said they did not, 
and eight were not sure or did not know. This particular set of 
responses was strange since one would think that all principals 
within a district would agree that they did or did not see this 
document. Yet three in District X said yes and three were not 
sure; four in District Y responded positively and two did not 
know; three in District Z said no and three were not aware that 
they bad seen it. 
Finally, on the question of whether "the accomplishment 
report is used by the district superintendent as a basis for 
planning and assistance in developing new and revised objectives 
for the following year," seven said yes, nine no and two did not 
know. Again, one would think that responses to these technical 
statements would be similar within a district, but in District Z 
only was there any near consensus. In District z, five principals 
responded negatively. 
Item #3: Behavioral Changes 
Regarding behavioral changes which were supposed to have 
taken place among administrators, only four of eighteen principals 
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attributed any positive chanf!e in planning their work more effectively 
to PAP. Three others said positive change may have occurred, but not 
because of PAP. 
Seven, however, did give the plan credit for helping them 
"better focus their attention and efforts upon the most critical 
functions of their posi ticns." Interestingly, six others said im-
provement had taken place "but not because of PAP." These latter 
responses might promot an interesting discussion as to whether or 
not the principal must consciously recognize that a positive im-
provement is due to performance appraisal. Is not the fact that 
there was improvement in this area the important thing? The 
original objectives of PAP did not state that administrators would 
necessarily recogni2e that any improvement would be due to PAP, 
but simply that improvement would take place. 
In responding to the next statement, nine princioals said 
that they now look at their performance in more practical terms 
because of PAP. But again, three others, while recognizing im-
provement, refused to give any credit to PAP. 
Nine principals said that the plan helped them "identify 
areas in which assistance from central or district office staff 
would be helpful, 11 and eight principals said that there would be 
"no help anyway." Tbis response seemed to be an indictment of 
district and central office staff rather than of performance appraisal. 
The next statement was very similar to the second, and 
principals were generally consistent in their responses. Only 
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three made contradictory statements. Seven of the eighteen said 
PAP had been successful in this objective and three others said 
that while improvement had taken place, it was not because of per-
formance aporaisal. 
Finally, regarding PAP 1 s claim that "administrators will 
mutually grow in competency and will communicate more effectively," 
four principals said growth had taken place (three of these were in 
District X), and four others said yes but not because of PAP. 
Item #4: Three Attributes and Three Faults 
Because of the wide variety of responses to the open-ended 
request of Item #4, it was difficult to say which were the three 
greatest attributes and the three greatest faults of .PAP in the 
opinion of the eighteen principals. However, responses to the 
first part fell into several general areas: 
a) Setting objectives and priorities for the school and for the 
principal personally. 
b) Improving communications, both witt staff and community as 
well as with the district superintendent. 
c) Attempting to relate pay to job performance. 
d) Developing strategies for the implementation of goals and 
objectives. 
The second part of the question elicited a wide variety of 
responses: 
a) Failure to implement merit pay aspect of plan. 
b) Failure to implement plan technically, as originally formu-
lated. 
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c) Unrealistic mechanics of implementing plan, particularly time 
factor. 
d) Lack of objectivity in implementing plan. 
e) Lack of sufficient inservice for participants in plan. 
Item #5: Effect on Education 
wnen asked to provide specific examples of how performance 
appraisal had both helped and hindered the education of the children 
of Chicago, principals responded in a similar fashion to the sixth 
statement of Item #1. That is, principals in District X responded 
with several positive statements regarding instruction, while prin-
cipals in the other two districts were generally negative. 
a) Positive: 
Eight of eighteen principals provided specific examples ot· 
how performance appraisal had helped from an educational stand-
point. Five of these were in District I and four of these em-
phasized the improvement of test scores. Other examples centered 
around improved planning, setting objectives at all levels, ana 
improved communications. 
b) Negative: 
There were eight negative examples, but only two of these 
were in District X. These centered around ~AP's creating a 
ttreatening climate between the principal and the district super-
intendant which could negatively affect the educational program, 
ana, taking time from the educational program. 
115 
Item #6: Key Elements 
Interviewees were asked next to state which elements of PAP 
should be retained, changed, or discarded. 
Regarding an "MBO approach to administration," all but one 
principal was in favor of rataining this aspect of PAP. This approval 
of .MBO agreed with the listing of "objective setting" as the best 
attribute of PAP. 
All but five (none in District X) approved of "individual and 
soecific written goals and standards for administrators." One of 
tbese, it should be pointed out, favored the discarding of all 
aspects of PAP (he even responded ne~atively to an MBO approach 
to administration, even though he thought that "the setting of 
objectives" was among the three best attributes of PAP in Item #4). 
Only six principals, however, favored any outside partici-
pation in the formation of goals and standards, and of these two 
said "staff only." Two others were the high school principals 
who earlier said they were now involving community, staff, and 
students in this process. 
Twelve of the eighteen principals favored the retention of 
the interim review, but three otters pointed out that this was 
not necessary for all but should be an optional phase of the 
process which would only take place at the request of either 
the principal or the district superintendent. 
Thirteen approved of the retention of the "comoarison of 
results to objectives through the accomplishment report." These 
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thirteen included all of the principals in District X. Only one 
of eighteen principals in the study, however, favored the retention 
of "specific numerical ratings." Connnents on this effort to quantify 
the ratings to such a degree were negative. 
All but two principals favored the retention of the practice of 
"using the goals and accomplishments of one year to prepare for the 
next." The two dissenting principals included the one who responded 
negatively to all aspects of PAP and another who had also favored 
discarding the accomplishment report. 
The most controversial element of PAP was obviously that of 
"salary increments tied to performance ratings." Seven favored re-
tention, one favored change, and ten said they should be discarded. 
Only one response was inconsistent with a response to Item #8, 
Salary Increments. Again, this element evoked the most comment and 
the most bitterness. 
The last part of Item #6 asked the interviewees' opinion of the 
use of PAP as a method of teacher evaluation. Four of eighteen prin-
cipals thought the concept had merit. Eleven were opposed to it, 
and three others favored it to a limited degree; that is, for planning 
only, not as a method of evaluation. Once again, three of those re-
spondin? positively were principals in District X. These positive 
responses seemed to indicate further that there was more of an aware-
ness of the benefits of performance appraisal among the principals 
of the district than among the others. There was also a tendency to 
view PAP in more specific and practical terms, e.g., test scores 
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rather than in the vague general terms in which principals of other 
districts viewed PAP. The reasons behind this quantitative approach 
became even clearer when the responses of the district superintendent 
were analyzed. 
Item #7: Evaluation Preference 
When asked to state their preference for the form of admin-
istrative evaluation they preferred, six principals gave as their 
response "PAP with some revisions 11 (three of the six were in District 
X). Ten preferred an "annual conference with their superior for in-
formal evaluation," while one wanted a combination of the preceding 
two and another wanted a combination of the annual conference and a 
formal checklist. Five of those favoring the "annual conference 
approach," still wanted some sort of objectives either agreed upon 
with or imoosed by the district superintendent. In other words, 
twelve of the eighteen principals wanted some sort of ogjectives 
with which to work during the year prior to evaluation. This again 
is in line with their earlier stated preference for an ~illO approach 
to administration. The principals wanted some direction and some 
goals and did not favor a return to the laissez-faire method used 
prior to PAP. They did not want, however, the "highly structured, 
cumbersome, and time consuming" elements of the present PAP. 
Items #8 and #9: Salary Increments and Comments 
Almost half (eight) of the principals still would like to see 
a form of merit pay, although many were soured by PAP. Others did 
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not believe that "favoritism," "lack of objectivity," and there-
liance on the Board of Education to do its share could be eliminated, 
unless, as one principal stated, it was "written into a collective 
bargaining agreement." 
General comments were negative and centered around the pay 
aspects and the failure of the Board of Education to implement the 
plan as originally devised. 
Additional Analvsis 
Interviewed principals in District X, a district in which per- . 
formance appraisal and instructional objectives were emphasized, showed 
a markedly different perception of .PAP's success. Although almost all 
principals were resentful of the Board of Education's failure to im-
plement PAP as originally planned, District X1 s Princinals revealed 
that the plan had heen successful from the standpoint of student 
achievement and helning principals focus on the most important areas 
of their jobs. 
This was somewhat remarkable, since District X's principals 
were not at all reserved in expressing their personal resentment and 
dislike for the district superintendent. Nevertheless, this seems to 
have been the only one of the three districts in which PAP was im-
plemented with specific goals and, consequently, in which specific 
results could be shown. 
Also, an underlying resentment toward PAP was noted through-
out the interviews, probably because of the Board's failure to im-
Plement the salary aspect of the original plan. Principals feel that 
119 
PAP has cost them dollars. This attitude has been reenforced again 
and again by the Chicago ~rincipals' Association. Consequently, 
when areas were discussed in which there has been progress during the 
last few years, principals did not want to give any credit to PAP, 
saying that the success would have happened anyway or that it was 
not because of PAP. 
Principals were in agreement generally on which aspects of 
PAP should be retained or changed, except for "merit pay" where 
there was wide disagreement. Most were opposed to exnanding PAP 
to the teaching staff, not because of disagreement over the setting 
of individual objectives for teachers but rather because it would 
lead to too much paperwork and would never get by the Chicago 
Teacher's Union. None was ea"er to "play God" in dispensing 
"merit pay;" which would lead to charges of favoritism by staffs. 
While principals favored a less-structured method of ad-
ministrative evaluation, none wanted to return to the former 
system. Most wanted some sort of objectives set for them even 
if by the district superintendent or in the form of a checklist. 
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B. Comparisons and Contrasts Among ~uperintendents 
Item #1: Improvements in Administration 
Of the five superintendents interviewed (three district super-
intendents, an area associate superintendent, and the Deputy ~uper­
intendent), only one, the area associate, thought that PAP clearly 
"related compensation to performance results." Two district super-
intendents said no, another said "temporarily," while the Deputy 
stated "somewhat. Did not 100% pinpoint efforts of people." All 
but the area associate expressed the opinion that the plan had re-
duced subjectivity, but the five were quite divided on the matter 
of equitability: one yes, one no, two "as good as anything," and 
the district superintendent of District X said he "tried to be 
equitable." 
Regarding the improvement of administrative performance, 
all gave a yes or qualified yes, one district superintendent citing 
long-range planning improvement, particularly. All also thought that 
it "compared actual results ••• to the objectives ••• " to at least a 
limited extent, but three emphasized the importance of priorities 
and specific objectives. One district superintendent thought it 
gave him a better perspective "across the tlistrict." 
All except the area associate believed that performance 
appraisal had resulted in "the improvement of instruction," and 
he said "to some extent. Must have: administration, supervision 
and communication. Then instruction will improve if the goals are 
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realistic and precise." Three o1· the five thought the plan had im-
proved communication between themselves and their principals, but one 
district superintendent did feel that even PAP could not "overcome a 
communications barrier" if one existed, while the associate superin-
tendent thought that this depended largely on the original conference 
and that there was too little time for such communications because of 
other pressures. Only two of the group agreed that PAP identified 
"individual needs for training and development." 
Item #2: Technical Directives 
Regarding the technical implementation of PAP, all five said 
that they and those being supervised had mutually agreed upon ob-
jectives at the beginning of the year, except for the district super-
intendent of District Z who said he let all but one of his principals 
set hie own goals. 
Only the Ueputy thought that objectives were discussed during 
the school year. The associate said no, the district superintendent 
of District X said he did but "the principals might not have realized 
it," while the other two district superintendents replied "only 11' 
necessary." 
The Deputy again parted from the rest on the question of ob-
jectives being "set at significant and attainable levels." He 
thought there were "some flaws" in this process, t-ut the others 
gave unqualified positive replies. 
There was a mixture of opinion regarding community, staff, 
and student involvement in the goal-setting PAP process: The 
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Deputy stated that he was skeptical of this happening, the area 
associate said it did happen except for students, the district super-
intendent of X said it took place at the beginning but "was not main-
tained," the district superintendent of District Z said it took place 
"but not formally," while the district superintendent of Y said he 
thought that "principals would be crazy" to give out their plans. 
Others should be involved in general planning, but not directly in 
PAP." 
There was also much disagreement on the question of the district 
superintendent completing his PAP before meeting with his principals 
and using it as a guide for theirs: The Deputy and associate said 
"supposed to" and "most did," respectively; District X's district 
superintendent again said "at the beginning, but not maintained;" 
while the district superintendents in Y and Z each gave an un-
qualified yes. 
Concerning the matter of "using the accomplishment reports 
of one year as a basis for planning for the following year," all but 
the area associate responded positively. This gentleman said that 
some used the reports, but some did not. The Deputy Superintendent 
said that using past accomplishment reports was "in the design." 
Item #3: Behavioral Changes 
This item concerned behavioral changes which were supposed 
to have taken place among principals and, to the first statement, 
three of five responded "some did and some did not." The district 
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superintendents in both Districts Y and Z said that administrators 
do now plan their work more effectively. 
All agreed that "administrators do focus their attention and 
efforts (better) upon the most basic and critical functions of their 
positions," but one district superintendent added "if not distracted 
by the community" and the area associate voiced the opinion that "if 
he 1 s any good, he would do this regardless of .PAP." 
In regard to looking at principals 1 performance in practical 
terms, the Deputy and two district superintendents agreed positively 
but again the associate said that certain effects might have taken 
place, but did not want to give performance appraisal credit for 
their happening. The district superintendent of X also did not 
think that this practical effect had taken place saying that there 
was "too much verbiage" involved in PAP and that people were not 
thinking practically enough. Goals and objectives must be more 
specific. 
Two did not think that the plan would assist principals in 
identifying areas of help from district or central office personnel, 
and two said that principals did this anyway. The district super-
intendent of District Z said that principals 11may not have gotten 
help anyway." 
All but the area associate felt that performance appraisal 
had assisted principals in channeling "their primary efforts into 
those areas where the need is greatest." To this point he said 
"maybe - by writing something down. 11 
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The area associate and the district superintendent of District 
z were the only two who responded negatively to the statement that 
principals 11will mutually grow in competency and will communicate 
more effectively." The latter said that this growth depended on the 
trust level between district superintendent and the principal and 
the former again said that principals would "grow anyway and com-
municate without it." 
Item #4: Three Attributes and Three Faults 
As with principals, there was a wide variety of responses when 
the superintendents were asked to list the three best attributes of 
PAP. Those mentioned most frequently were as follows: 
a) The identification and formalization of specific objectives. 
b) Built-in communication between district superintendent and 
principal. 
c) Objective and discriminate evaluation of principals. (The 
district superintendent of District Z added: "Enabled 
principal to be compensated at a decent level.") 
The faults mentioned most frequently were as follows: 
a) Tying compensation to PAP. 
b) Failure to follow through on compensation plans. 
c) Format, including time frame, was poor. 
Other points raised by individuals were as follows: 
d) Assumption that all supervisors are qualified to evaluate 
properly. 
e) Lack of communication thrust from General Superintendent on 
down. 
f) Principal is accountable, but staff is not. 
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Item lf5: Effect on Education 
Interviewees were asked next to give examples of the ways 
PAP has helped or hindered the education of children in the 
Chicago public schools. The most common responses were as 
follows: 
Positive: 
a) Administrative planning results in higher achievement scores. 
b) Good planning pinpoints areas to which resources should be 
devoted. 
c) Opportunity to communicate better on mission. 
Negative: 
a) Too much procedure. 
b) Unrealistic goals set - incapable or too easy. 
Item lfb: Key Elements 
The superintendents were asked to give their views on which 
elements of PAP should be retained, changed,ror discarded. 
All were for the continuation of a Management-by-Objectives 
approach to administration and all but one, the district super-
intendant of District Z favored the continuation of "individual 
and specific written goals and standards for administrators." 
Only two, the area associate and the district superintendent 
of Z were for the continuation of participation by community and 
staff in the formation of these goals. Two others favored con-
tinuation in a general way, but not specifically as part of PAP. 
The district superintendent of District X called for the 
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elimination of the interim review process saying "we don't need a 
procedure for this." All others were in favor of continuation, and 
all voiced opinions favoring the accomplishment-report as presently 
done. 
Only one, however, the district superintendent in X, wanted to 
see specific numerical ratings continued. In fact, he thought they 
should be even more specific. This difference of opinion was not un-
usual for him as throughout his interview he voiced opinions contrary 
to the other two district superintendents. He indicated support for 
a much more quantitative approach to performance appraisal. He 
wanted to see specific numerical ratings, emohasis on test scores, 
very specific objectives in precise measurable terms, and precisely 
defined merit pay. He did not want to see PAP more structured, 
however, and was for the abolishment of much of the paperwork. But 
he did feel objectives should be specific and measurable. 
All superintendents were in favor of retaining the practice of 
"using the goals and accomplishments of one year to prepare for the 
next," but only two, the district superintendent in X and the district 
superintendent in z, were for the retention of salary increments. The 
former favored increments because he thought they could serve as a 
"motivating force for better achievement" and administrative per-
formance. The latter, however, looked upon them as a means "to 
reward the better principals." 
On the question of adapting PAP for use in teacher evalu-
ations, all but one, the district suoerintendent in District X, 
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were in favor of the method in at least a limited way. The district 
superintendent in District X simply thought that the Chicago Teachers' 
Union would be too big an obstacle to overcome and it was not worth 
the effort. Others, however, while not favoring a highly-structured 
system, thought that demanding teacher goal-setting to some degree 
would be useful. 
Item #7: Evaluation Preference 
While showing general support for PAP throughout the interviews, 
only two of the five superintendents favored its retention in its 
present form or with slight modifications. These two superintendents 
were the Deputy Superintendent and the district superintendent of 
District z. The area associate thought the plan still had value, 
and so he favored a combination of .PAP and an "annual conference 
with superior for informal evaluation." The district superintendent 
in District X thought PAP was good for newer principals, but that a 
"checklist" would be sufficient for more experienced principals, 
while the district superintendent of Y was for a checklist but with 
"specific items for each school." This latter plan might seem to 
many to be very similar to .PAP itself. 
Items #8 and #9: Salary Increments and Comments 
Finally, on the question of tying administrative evaluation 
to salary increments, two were in favor as stated in Item #6, but 
the Deputy Superintendent also voiced support for a plan to r~ard 
those having a strong "commitment" and doing an outstanding job. 
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He did not seem to favor tying this method of rewards, however, 
to a specific and structured plan, such as PAP. "PAP is good 
in its own right." 
The district superintendent of District Y did not think 
increments would ever work tied to evaluation and the associate 
suPerintendent did not think that subjectivity could be eliminated 
to allow for merit pay. 
Additional Analysis 
Those superintendents interviewed tended to be more 
supportive of PAP than the Principals ttat were interviewed. 
This was illustrated in Chapter III. Nevertreless, two, the 
former area associate superintendent and tre district suPerin-
tendent in District X, were more critical. The former was 
skeptical that many "claims" made by PAP were actually due to 
PAP, while the latter thought that PAP should have been ap-
proached in a more quantitative manner. 
The responses of the district superintendent or X showed 
that he viewed PAP more as a "motivational" tool or, perhaps, 
even as a device of coercion. He said that objectives should 
be highly specific, that there was presently "too much verbiage," 
and that numerical ratings should be stressed (other superin-
tendents thought these should be dropped). Perhaps surprisingly, 
he was not for the retention of PAP, except for new principals. 
Others, he felt, could function with a checklist once they had 
gone ttrough two or three years with PAP. 
129 
The other two district superintendents were more general 
in their approaches to PAP, viewing it as just another procedure to 
go through. One seemed to view it as a good device for justifying 
salary rewards for his principals. They and the area associate 
were more skeptical of the accomplishments of PAP, saying that 
successes would have occurred anyway or that "any decent principal 
would have done that anyway." Perhaps there was also some resent-
ment on the part of the district superintendents regarding their 
loss of salary increments. 
The Deputy Superintendent's responses were more defensive of 
the "design" of PAP and more critical of the way in which it was 
implemented by subordinates. Examoles of these were cited in 
Chapter III. Interestingly, he still favored administrative 
rewards through "scholarships," but said that these should not 
be as a result of PAP. 
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C. Comparisons and Contrasts between Principals and Superin-
tendents 
Item #1: Improvements in Administration 
Regarding PAP's "clearly relating compensation to performance 
results," principals and superintendents were in agreement with the 
vast majorities rejecting this statement. On the matter of reducing 
subjectivity, however, they disagreed on whether or not PAP had been 
successful. Four superintendents said it had been, but only six 
principals agreed. Principals in District X particularly rejected 
the statement and resented the method of rating used by the district 
superintendent. 
Both groups were divided on the plan's equitability, but again 
principals in Districts Y and Z tended to accept this statement along 
with each district superintendent. District X principals, in a 
district in which the district superintendent said he "tried to be" 
equitable, rejected the statement. Several, including the area 
associate, were concerned with the variety of formats across the 
city rather than within a given district. 
There was a rather clear-cut disagreement between the two 
groups in responding to the statement that performance appraisal 
"provides for administrators to improve their performance." Super-
intendants all responded positively, while only seven of eighteen 
Principals agreed. These seven were evenly distributed throughout 
the three districts. 
Superintendents generally agreed also that PAP did compare 
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nactual results ••• to the objectives previously agreed upon" with a 
majority (thirteen) of principals agreeing. Some of these qualified 
their agreement with statements that "they made sure" that they got 
good results. As indicated earlier, the next statement on 11 improve-
ment of instruction'' was most interesting. All of the superintendents 
accepted the statement to at least a limited degree, but only eleven 
principals did likewise. Five of these were in District X, a district 
in which the district superintendent emphasized the importance of 
quantitative measure and all of the elementary principals indicated 
that there had been a marked improvement in test scores, a fact for 
which PAP was given credit. 
Only three superintendents believed that performance appraisal 
had afforded "the opportunity for administrators and their superiors 
to communicate more effectively," But only six principals agreed. 
Ten principals accepted the statement that PAP helped to identify 
"individual needs for training and development ••• ," with only two 
superintendents agreeing. Obviously, reaction to both of the 
preceding statements was hardly enthusiastic. 
Item H2: Technical Directives 
In discussing the technical implementation of PAP, all super-
intendents said that the"district superintendent and principal 
mutuall.y agree upon the latter's objectives at the beginning of 
the school year." Although a majority of principals accepted the 
idea of "mutual agreement," a majority rejected the statement that 
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this agreement took place at the beginninf? of the school year. Several 
stated that the PAP cycle frequently bee;an much later in the year. 
While one-half of the eighteen principals said that they and 
their superiors do discuss their objectives during the school year, 
the superintendents generally rejected this discussion, two qualifying 
the statement with "only if necessary." 
There was also disagreement between the two groups on the next 
technical PAP directive; that is, that all objectives are set at 
"significant and attainable levels." While four of the superin-
tendents agreed witt the statement, several of the principals 
interviewed said that objectives were attainable, but not signifi-
cant. The deputy superintendent had said that there were "flaws 
in this directive." 
Both groups generally agreed to rejecting the statement that 
"principals involved members of their staff, community, and students 
(high school only) in the preliminary identification of programs and 
plans." No superintendent gave an unqualified yes to tl:is statement; 
one saying he didn't know, another that it was so "only in the be-
ginning," and another that it was not so "formally." Still another 
said the statement was true for all but student groups. Six prin-
cipals gave affirmative responses, but two of these were high school 
principals who also said that they did involve students. Generally, 
however, the statement was rejected. 
Although the three district superintendents said their prin-
cipals had seen their PAP's, the two higher superintendents seemed 
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less certain of this taking place. Principals seemed to give contusing 
or conflicting responses. Seven said they had seen their district super-
intendent's PAP, and these were all from B1istricts X and Y. 
The other five principals from these two districts did not re-
member or know whether they had seen the document. One would think 
that most would or would not remember if such a document had been 
distributed for examination. 
The superintendents gave almost identical responses to the next 
statement that the "principal's accomplishments reports are used by 
the district superintendent as a basis for planning and assistance ••• 
for the following year;" the district superintendents said yes, 
while the two others seemed less certain. Similarly, seven prin-
cipals responded positively and all but one was from nistricts I 
and Y. Again, these responses were puzzling, since one would as-
sume that there would be more of a consensus within a district on 
these technical statements. Five of six principals in District z, 
however, said that the accomplishment report was not used in planning 
for the following year. 
Item #3: Behavioral Changes 
The superintendents were somewhat less than enthusiastic 
about the statement "administrators will plan their work more ef-
fectively." Two said yes, but three said "some did; some did not." 
They were not nearly as unenthusiastic as the principals, however, 
since only four of eighteen principals responded positively to this 
statement. Seven principals did endorse the statement that prin-
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cipals "will focus their attention and efforts upon the most basic 
and critical functions of their positions." This response was com-
pared with four superintendents - all but the area associate who 
said that if the principal "was any good, he would do this anyway." 
Also, six other principals said that this focusing of attention 
had taken Place but not because of PAP. This statement was, there-
fore, accepted even if several principals refused to see PAP's in-
volvement in this improvement. 
Nine of the eighteen principals did give PAP credit for helping 
them look at their performance in more practical terms, and three 
others admitted this change had occurred but again refused to give 
performance appraisal any credit in this development. Three super-
intendents also said that this change had taken place among prin-
cipals and the area associate said that this change took place 
but also refused to attribute it to PAP. Again, however, it would 
seem that both groups accepted the statement. 
Neither group accepted the statement that principals "will 
identify areas in which assistance from central or district staff 
personnel would be helpful." Only nine principals and only one 
superintendent agreed with this claim. The latter sided witt eight 
otter principals who doubted whether any help would be forttcoming 
if areas of need were identified. 
The next statement, "administrators will channel their primary 
efforts into ••• areas of ••• greatest ••• need," and the second were very 
similar. Members of both groups answered quite consistently with 
only one superintendent and three principals giving contradictory 
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responses. Both groups accepted the statement if those principals, 
who said this had taken place but not because of PAP, are included 
as oositive responses. 
Three suoerintendents ar:reed trat princioals "will mutually 
grow in competency and will communicate more effectively" and the 
former associate said that principals "will do this anyway." How-
ever, only eight principals said that this growth had taken place and 
four of these said that PAP had had no role in this growth. 
Item #4: Three Attributes and Three Faults 
Although responses to the open-ended question, '~at have been 
the three best attributes of PAP?," were wide and varied, the answers 
given most frequently by both groups centered around the same two 
points--
1) the setting of soecific objectives, and, therefore, priorities, 
for the school and the principal personally. 
2) the improvement of communications at various levels: Principal-
district superintendent, principal-staff, and principal-community. 
Beyond these, responses were too varied to detect any patterns. 
~evertheless, the preceding similarities were striking. 
Similarly, the responses given to the question, '~at have been 
the three greatest faults of PAP?," were also very much the same. 
The response given most frequently by superintendents was "Tying com-
pensation to PAP." This response was not mentioned by any principal, 
but what was mentioned most frequently was "Failure to implement 
salary increment portion of plan," the second most-frequently men-
ttoned fault by superintendents. Also, both groups gave as their 
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next greatest fault the "unrealistic mechanics or format, particularly 
the time factor" of PAP. 
Arain, at this point additional responses were too varied from 
which to draw other generalizations. 
Item #5: Effect on Education 
All of the superintendents expressed the opinion that there had 
been some positive educational advantages to performance appraisal, 
while only eight principals felt similarly. Five of these were in 
District X and four of this group stated that achievement, as 
measured by standardized test scores, had been helped. The three 
district superintendents also mentioned higher achievement as a 
by-oroduct of PA~. Evidently in District X only had this opinion 
been communicated to the principals. Beyond this district, individ-
uals in both groups made some rather vague statements about improved 
planning and communications. These latter statements seem to re-
flect back to the orevious item regarding "attributes" in general, 
rather that those specifically concerned with instruction. 
Only three superintendents made negative comments about PAP 
and instruction while eight principals, of which only two were in 
District X, made such responses. Negative responses from the two 
groups were too dissimilar from which to draw any generalizations. 
Item #6: Key Elements 
When interviewees were asked to tell which key elements of 
PAP should be retained, changed, or discarded, they responded in 
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quite the same way. 
Regardinf', a ".Management-by-Ot-jectives aporoach to administration," 
all interviewees, except for one principal, favored retention. Four of 
five suoer1ntendents and thirteen of eighteen principals thought that 
"individual and specific written goals and standards for administrators" 
should also be retained. 
In terms of "Participation by community, staff, and students 
(high school only) in the formation of goals," only two superintendents 
and four orincipals (plus two who agreed to staff only) favored re-
tention. Both grouos seemed to agree in their rejection of this 
element. 
Four suPerintendents said the interim review should be retained 
altrough three of these four admitted that they have not been imple-
menting this practice. Perhaps this lack of implementation is why 
only twelve princiPals favored its retention although three others 
said the interim review should be optional. 
All superintendents said that they wanted to see "Comparison 
of results to objectives through the accomplishment report" remain 
as part of PAP and thirteen principals felt likewise. 
Only one superintendent and one principal wanted to see 
"Specific numerical ratings" left in the plan~ Comments from both 
groups were quite derogatory on this subject, including the area 
associate, who said numerical ratings were 11 irrational. 11 
Superintendents were unanimous and principals agreed, sixteen 
to two, that the practice of "using the goals and accomplishments 
of one year to prepare for the next" should be retained as is. 
The last element listed, "Salary increments tied to performance 
ratings, 11 provoked the most comments in both groups. Two superin-
tendents and seven principals favored its retention or change. This 
subject was given further consideration in Item #8. 
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Finally, on the question of expanding PAP for use as a teacher-
evaluation method, four of five superintendents favored a "modified" 
version. They wanted to see at least some goal-setting on the part of 
the teachers. Seven orincipals saw some merit in the idea for planning 
purposes. Most of the others did not think it would be practical, es-
pecially in large schools. Many envisioned "reams of paperwork 11 that 
would have to be done personally by the principal, since he is usually 
the only person in the school with a supervisory certificate. The 
dissenting district superintendent on this subject thought that the 
Chicago Teachers' Union "would be too formidable." 
Item #7: Evaluation Preference 
When asked to give their preference for the type of adminis-
trative evaluation plan, both superintendents and principals gave a 
wide mixture of preferences. This divergence occurred because several 
chose combinations from the three choices listed: PAP, annual con-
ference with superior for informal evaluation, and formal checklist 
or other instrument. Superintendents included PAP, or a combination 
involving PAP, in four instances. The fifth chose a "Formal Check-
list," but said there should be "specific items for each school." 
Among the principals, seven favored PAP or a combination thereof, 
while five principals who said they Preferred "an annual conference" 
also wanted some sort of objectives. These choices mean that twelve 
principals wanted some pre-set objectives included in their evalu-
ation. 
Once again, many seemed hesitant to say they favored PAP, 
perhaps because of several unpleasant associations or because of 
the heavily structured system. Nevertheless, two-thirds of the 
principals and all of the superintendents preferred an evaluation 
system with pre-set objectives which was consistent with their 
earlier stated preference for an MBO system of administration. 
Evidently, many did not want to see these objectives involved in 
their evaluation. 
In no case did anyr orincipal state a preference for a return 
to the prior system of a district superintendent rating a orincipal 
with no pre-set objectives or with no communications required be-
tween the two parties. 
Items #8 and #9: ~alary Increments and Comments 
When asked to discuss in more detail their attitudes toward 
"administrative evaluation tied to salary increments," three super-
intendents favored some sort of merit pay, although the deputy suoer-
intendent did not necessarily think that this should be tied to PAP. 
Eir,ht principals still wanted to see a form of merit pay, but the 
others were opposed to the concept, not for any philosophical reasons, 
but because they simoly did not think it eould work. 
Additional Analysis 
Regarding the originally stated objectives of PAP, both groups 
responded similarly except in the areas of equitability and sub-
jectivity. District X1s elementary school principals were unanimous 
in their belief that PAP had helped to impro~e student achievement, 
but other principals were much less certain of this. The district 
superintendent of X, although not well-liked for his coercive methods, 
demonstrated that instructional improvement could take place. The 
district superintendent of Z, although well-liked and interested in 
seeing his principals receive salary rewards, did not get the same 
achievement results. 
Regarding the technical implementation of PAP, both groups 
agreed in their responses with the exceptions of objectives being 
discussed at the beginning of the year and objectives being set at 
significant levels. It was unclear whether or not the district 
superintendents shared their PAP's with their principals and 
whether or not accomnlishment reports were used as a basis for 
planning for the following year. Again, one would think that if 
the latter two had taken place, they would be recalled by prac-
tically everyone involved. 
Regarding behavioral changes in principals, the two groups 
disagreed only on whether principals grew in competency and com-
municated more effectively as a result of PAP. Both groups viewed 
the best attributes and the greatest faults of PAP quite similarly. 
Both the superintendents and the principals of District X 
viewed PAP as having helped to improve achievement scores. Other 
principals did not view PAP as having made as much educational 
impact, but then their concept of the program was more vague and 
general. It was also viewed by the latter group as more of an 
administrative tool than an educational one. 
Regardinf the retention, change, or discarding of certain key 
elements of ~AP, both groups were in agreement except for the interim 
review. ~rincipals favored retaining the interim review while the 
superintendents' responses conflicted with their privately stated 
practices. The latter also favored expanding PAP to the evaluation 
cf teachers, while principals rejected this idea. Again, the dis-
trict superintendent of X was alone in favoring strict numerical 
ratings, but his quantitative aporoach seemed to have received the 
best results. For examole, he had the princioals in his district 
attempt to form a school band and plant shrubbery and tulips in front 
of their school. His principals were rated on these specific types 
of achievements. 
Both groups stated their oreference for a method of adminis-
trative evaluation with pre-set objectives, although both grouos 
favored a less-structured system. 
Attitudes on merit pay were quite mixed with both groups 
dividing almost evenly on the subject. Those responding nega-
tively did so because of past experiences with PAP, rather than 
for ideological reasons. 
Overall, support for ~AP was remarkably strong from both 
groups. This was remarkable because of the negative comments it 
received over the years from individual principals and district 
superintendents as well as by the Chicago Principals' Association. 
Both groups begrudgingly admitted that improvements had taken 
~2 
143 
place in several areas since .PAP's imPlementation. But in several 
' -
instances, the groups also said that the improvements did not occur 
"because of PAP" or that they "would have happened anyway." 
Perhaps the strongest endorsement of ~AP came from the fact 
that no one interviewed wanted to return to the prior method of 
evaluation: that is, the district superintendent merely giving a 
"grade" to the principal at the end of the year. All wanted either 
PAP or some sort of pre-determined objectives with most wanting 
these objectives tailored for a particular situation. 
If interviewees had been asked the question, "Do you like 
PAP? Yes or no," most probably would have said "no." But upon 
closer questioning and analysis, an entirely different response 
came through. It reminds one of Winston Crurchill's famous ob-
servation that democracy was the worst form of government ever 
devised by man - except for every other form of government. 
Part II - Comparison of the Interview Data and the PAP 
Document 
Introduction 
The comoarison of the interview data and the PAP document 
was accomplished in the following manner. Interview data used 
were the results of Chapter III - Part I - C - Comparisons and 
Contrasts between Principals and Superintendents, which represented 
the culmination of the data analysis of the focused interviews. The 
PAP document was represented primarily by items 1,2,3, and 6 of the 
interview instrument with supportive comments drawn from the remain-
ing items. The above items of the interview instrument were de-
veloped to be a reflection of both the philosophical basis and the 
technical directives for implementation of the Chicago Performance 
Appraisal Plan as represented by the PAP document. 
Acceptance of statements from the interview instrument was 
accorded those statements for which the majority of bott grouns, 
principals and superintendents, voiced accentance. Rejection of 
statements from~tbe interview document was accorded those statements 
for which at least one-half of both groups voiced rejection. For 
those statements for which there were conflicting opinions from the 
majorities of each group, no conclusions were drawn. 
Item #1: Improvements in Administration 
Regarding the statement that PAP "clearly relates compensation 
to performance results," both groups rejected this statement by sub-
stantial majorities and, therefore, the statement was rejected. 
PAP's reducing "the element of subjectivity" was accepted by 
the superintendents but by only one-third of the principals, and, 
therefore, no con~lusion could be drawn. 
"Equitable for all participants" was accepted by superin-
tendents but was again rejected by the principals (a slight ma-
jority of principals in districts Y and Z did support the statement), 
and so no conclusions were reached regarding this statement. 
PAP's claim that the plan "provides for administrators to im-
prove their performance" was agreed to by all of the superintendents 
but slightly less than one-half of the principals, and so no con-
clusion was drawn regarding this statement. 
Both a majority of the superintendents and the principals 
agreed that performance apcraisal comoares "actual results ••• to 
t'kle .'objectives previously agreed upon," and, consequently, this 
statement was accepted. The next statement stating that PAP '~ill 
result in the improvement of instruction" was also accepted by a 
majority o1· both groups. District X elementary school principals 
were particularly emptatic on this point and, although they were 
not particularly fond of their district superintendent, admitted 
that he had done much to improve the instructional quality in that 
district. When interviewees were asked in Item #5 to give examples 
of PAP 1 s having had a role in educational improvement, all district 
superintendents responded positively, but only those principals in 
District X gave speaific instructional responses. Other principals 
tended to be more vague, speaking of better planning and improved 
145 
146 
communications which should ultimately help instruction. Many of the 
latter also rejected the idea and said that PAP was an administrative 
tool, not an educational one. Thus, the district superintendent of X 
demonstrated that, if instruction is emphasized in the PAP and if goals 
are specific (and this same district superintendent would also say 
"quantitative"), performance appraisal can result in the improvement of 
instruction. Therefore, this statement was accepted. 
On the matter of the plan's affording "the opportunity of admin-
istrators and their superiors to communicate more effectively", three 
superintendents agreed, but the same was true for only six principals, 
and so no conclusion was drawn. Similarly, no conclusions were drawn 
on the plan's claim that it "identifies individual needs for training 
and development as a means of improving the principal's performance," 
since only two superintendents supported the statement. 
Item H2: Technical Directives 
Concerning the technical implementation of ~AP, majorities of 
both groups agreed that 11 the district superintendent and principal 
mutually agree upon the latter's objectives," However, a majority 
of the principals disputed that this agreement took place "at the 
beginning of the school year" and so no conclusion was drawn on the 
time portion of this statement. 
One-halt' of the principals and a majority of the superintendents 
rejected the idea that "the district superintendent and principal 
discuss these objectives during the school year" and so this state-
ment was rejected. 
Although the statement that "all objectives are set at sig-
nificant and attainable levels" was accepted by'.majorities of both 
groups, some doubt was cast on the objectives being "significant." 
The Deputy Superintendent spoke of "flaws" in this concept, although 
he was not specific, and several principals said their objectives 
were "attainable" but not "significant." Nevertheless, the statement 
was accepted. 
Both groups rejected the statement that "principals involve 
members of their staff, community, and students (high school only) 
in the preliminary identification of programs and plans" by quite 
convincing margins. Two of three high school principals did claim 
to involve all of these groups, and so perhaps a difference con-
clusion might be found for high school administrators. In this 
study, the statement was rejected. 
In regard to the next two statements that "the district 
superintendent has completed his PAP before meeting with his prin-
cipals and uses it as a guide for theirs" and "the principaBs 
accomp!ishment reports are used by the district superintendent as 
a basis for planning and assistance in develop~ng new and revised 
objectives for the following year," almost identical responses 
were given within each group. All three district superintendents 
responded positively, while both the associate and deptuy voiced 
doubt over either of the above being implemented. Five principals 
agreed to the first statement and seven agreed to the second. Also, 
many other principals in both cases said they "didn't know" or 
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"didn't remember".the above happening, unusual answers to such 
specific statements. Therefore, no conclusions were drawn on 
either statement. 
Item #3: Behavioral Changes 
Concerning behavioral changes that were to have taken place 
among principals, both groups rejected the statement that "princi-
pals will plan their work more effectively," only two superinten-
dents voicing an unqualified yes and only four principals agreeing. 
Therefore, the statement was rejected. 
However, both groups accepted the statement that "principals 
will focus their attention and efforts upon the most basic and crit-
ical functions of their positions." The group of Principals in-
cluded only seven;who said that this focus was because of PAP, but 
six others said that improvement in this area had taken place, al-
though refusing to give any credit to performance appraisal. Never-
theless, the intended effect had been realized and the statement 
was accepted. 
Similarly, "principals will look at their performance in 
practical terms" was also accepted since three superintendents 
agreed with it plus the associate who did not want to admit that 
PAP might have played a role in this improvement. Likewise, a 
total of twelve principals said that improvement tad taken place 
since PAP began. 
Neither group accepted the statement that "principals will 
identify areas in which assistance from central or district staff 
personnel would be helpful." Only nine principals and one superin-
tendent saw improvement in this area, and so the statement was re-
jected. 
The next statement "administrators will channel their primary 
efforts into ••• areas of ••• greatest need," was similar to the second, 
and, as in the case of the second, it was accepted. That is, three 
superintendents and ten principals voiced approval of the statement 
even if they did not attribute improvement to PAP. 
There was a difference of opinion concerning the last statement, 
"principals will mutually grow in competency and will communicate more 
effectively." Superintendents responded affirmatively, but ten prin-
cipals rejected this claim. Therefore, no conclusion was reached on 
on this statement., : 
Regarding the· "communications" portion of this statement, it 
should be recalled that when principals were asked to list the th~ee 
greatest attributes of PAP in Item #4, one of the two most frequently 
mentioned positive points about PAP was the "improvement of communi-
cations." Seven different principals listed some area of canmunica-
tions within their three positive points. 
Item 116: Key Elements 
Responses to statements concerning "key elements" of perfor-
mance appraisal resulted in the following: 
A "management-by-objectives" approach was accepted over-
whelmingly by both groups. This near unanimity was supported by 
Item #5 in which "the setting of objectives and priorities" was 
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seen as the top attribute of performance appraisal by both groups. 
This key element was accepted for retention. 
Bott groups also said that "individual and specific written 
goals and standards for administrators 11 should be retained. Four 
superintendents and thirteen principals supported the statement. 
Therefore, it was accepted for retention. 
"Participation by community and staff in the formation of 
(goals and standards)" was rejected by both the superintendent 
(two to three) and orincioals (four to fourteen; two others said 
"staff only"). This rejection was not surprising as Item #2 showed 
that this phase of PAP was not being implemented and that statement 
was rejected. Therefore, this key element was rejected for reten-
tion. 
Although four superintendents said that the "interim review 
and opportunity for a revision of goals and standards" should be 
retained, this response conflicts with what the district superin-
tendents said they were actually implementing. For example, two 
district superintendents stated that they did not have a specific 
interim review session for their principals. One said he did allow 
opportunity for revision, but he wasn't sure if the principals always 
realized it"; two others said they offered it "only if necessary." 
Also, twelve principals supported the concept along with three others 
who thought it should be an optional phase of 'performance appraisal. 
Therefore, this key element was accepted for retention, at least on 
an optional basis. This acceptance seemed to be a contradiction, 
as statement two of Item #2 was rejected. 
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"Comparison of results to objectives through the accomplishment 
report" was accepted for retention as a key element since all super-
intendents endorsed it as did thirteen principals. 
"Specific numerical ratings," on the other hand, were rejected 
for retention as a key element by overwhelming majorities of both 
groups, and 11using the goals and accomplishments of one year to pre-
pare for the next" was accepted for retention as a key element be-
cause all but one superintendent and all but two principals supported 
it. 
Although response to the statement "salary increments tied to , 
performance ratings" showed that only two superintendents supported 
such increments, responses to Item HB showed that the Deputy Super-
intendent was also in favor of some form of merit pay, but not 
necessarily tied to performance appraisal. Seven principals re-
sponded positively to this statement, but one additional prin-
cipal responded positively in Item HB saying that she could support 
salary increments if they were "done right." Two other principals 
reversed their positions between Item Hb and Item HB. Therefore, in 
view of the very divided opinions on this subject and the confusing 
statements by principals, no conclusion was drawn on this key element. 
Additional Ana!ysis 
Part II examined the reactions of five superintendents and 
eighteen principals concerning twenty-eight plan objectives, tech-
nical directives, behavioral objectives, and key elements of the 
Chicago Performance Appraisal Plan. 
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The two groups agreed on nineteen of these statements, accept-
ing twelve and rejecting seven.. No conclusions'. could be drawn on 
nine statements since majorities of each group differed in their re-
sponses. 
The greatest disagreements between the two groups occurred 
within Item #11 Improvements in Administration, with four statements 
accepted by superintendents but rejected by the principals, and one 
statement accepted by the principals but not by the second interviewed 
group. Also, within Item #2, Technical Directives, there was disagree-
ment on two statements with the superintendents approving each but the 
principals rejecting each. 
A common thread seems to run through most of these statements. 
The statements are those for which the superior was most responsible. 
For example: 
- reduces the element of subjectivity 
- equitable 1'or all participants 
-affords the opportunity for administrators ••• to communicate more 
effectively 
-the district superintendent has completed his PAP before ••• and 
uses it as a guide ••• 
- the principal's accomplishment reports are used by the district 
superintendent as a basis 1'or planning ••• 
It would seem that the superintendents' responses might have 
been somewhat defensive of the jobs they had done in implementing 
PAP. One might argue conversely, however, that principals might 
have been hypercritical of the role of the district superintendents 
in ~plementing PAP. 
lS2 
All things considered, the extent of agreement tetween the 
two groups was remarkable, especially if one di'scounts those state-
ments which might have involved an admission of guilt by rejection. 
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Part III - Comparison of the Chicago Performance Appraisal 
Plan and the Relevant Literature 
Introduction 
In this final phase of the summary, the total Chicago Per-
formance Appraisal Plan, as evidenced by the interview data and 
the PAP document, was compared and contrasted with the literature 
relative to the subject. More succinctly, the results found in 
Chapter IV - Part II were compared and contrasted with the litera-
ture from Chapter II. 
Once again the topics chosen for analysis were trose of Items 
1,2,3, and 6 of the interview instrument. To repeat, the interview 
instrument was developed to be a reflection of both the philosophical 
basis and technical directives for implementation of the Chicago Per-
formance Appraisai Plan. 
Item #1: Improvements in Administration 
Chanter IV - Part II determined that the Chicago PAP had failed 
to "clearly relate compensation to performance results" as stated in 
the PAP document. The literature raises a more basic question, how-
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ever, which is whether or not this is a desirable relationship at all? 
McConkeyl and Schleh2 thought it was a~Industrial Relations News3 
1Dale D. McConkey, How to Manage by Results (New York: Ameri-
can Management Association, 1967), p. 62. 
2Edward C. Schleh, Management by Results (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Co., 1961), p. 88. 
3Industrial Relations News, 28 November 1964. 
said it was if evaluees are "told salary incentives ahead of time." 
Others strongly disagreed, however: 
Wikstrom: "Sa.Lary administration tied to MBO defeats the develop-
mental aspects of the program. 114 
Drucker: "The absence of hygiene factors can make a person un-
happy, but their presence does not necessarily make a person happy. 
He must be given challenging work and responsibility."S 
Herzberg, Mausner and Snyderman's research arrived at the same 
conclusion.6 
Knezevich said that although school board members and other lay 
members think of MBO/R as an answer to the merit pay problem, "the 
reverse may occur - MBO/R may lose its inherent potential if it 
receives too much ,emphasis as a tool for determining the compen-
sation for administrators."? 
Gordon's research recommended that any connection between per-
formance appraisal and salaries be put off for at least one year, 
preferably two. He also recommended several provisions in any 
4w.s. Wikstrom, "Management by Objectives or Appraisal by 
Results," Conference Board Record, 1966, pp. 27-31. 
5 P.F. Drucker, The Practice of Management (New York: Harper-
Row, Inc., 1954), p. 187. 
°Frederick Herzberg, Bernard Mausner, Barbara Snyderman, Tbe 
Motivation to Work (New York: John Wiley and Sons, l9b7). 
7
steven Knezevich, Mana ement by Objectives -A GuideboOk for 
Today's ::>chool Executive Arlington, Va.: er1can Assoc1at on of 
School Administrators, 1973), p. 15. 
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performance appraisal plan that would help to minimize the "threatening" 
aspects of merit pay: an advanced "formula" !'o'r salary increments that 
would include a cost of living raise for all and grievance procedures. 8 
Finally, a majority of both the superintendents and principals inter-
viewed felt that merit pay in a large system such as Chicago was simply 
unworkable. 
Perhaps, however, an even more basic consideration should be given 
as stated by Levinson: " ••• examine any appraisal plan to see the extent 
to which it ••• expresses the conviction that people are patsies to be 
driven, urged and manipulated and ••• fosters a genuine partnership be-
tween man and organization •••• 119 
Toynbee had said that a "hard" rather than an "easy" environment 
was more likely to generate leadership, growth, and productivity, 10 
but McGregor said that performance appraisal should be used only for 
counseling - supervisors "don't !ike to play God. 1111 
Perhaps Gordon summarized this latter attitude best: "System 
building in education must continuously be aware of the uniqueness of 
its product - better, more able human beings. I!' the systems used to 
8navid R. Gordon, "An AnalY,sis o!' Performance Appraisal Systems 
!'or .Public School Administrators: The Problems and the t'rocess" (Ph.d. 
dissertation, University of Pittsburgh, 197o), pp. 228, 234, 235. 
9H.P. Levinson, "Management by Whose Objectives?" Barvard 
Business Review, 48; (July-August 197U): 125-34. 
1°George B. Redfern, "Principals: Who's Evaluating Them, 
Why and How?," NASSP Bulletin, May 1972, pp. 85-87. 
llKnezevich, p.l2-13. 
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evaluate employees or schools are dehumanizing, their purpose in 
educating youth better is not well served ••• development of per-
formance appraisal that is sensitive to individual and human needs 
becomes a potent challenge. 1112 
In Part II, no conclusion could be drawn on the statement that 
PAP "reduces the element of subjectivity." Levinson, however, wrote 
that " ••• cannot be objective in a society - all goes back to sub-
jectivity •••• ul3 
Similarly, no conclusion was drawn on PAP's being "equitable 
for all participants." Crowder said that there should be a set of 
definite policies and procedures for each evaluee, but the literature 
offers us no guidelines beyong this.14 
Neither was a conclusion drawn on whether or not PAP "provides 
for administrators to improve their performance." On this subject 
there is also controversy in the literature with the fundamental 
question being: Are performance appraisal and MBO compatible? 
Knezevich warned that "what many school systems call MBO ends up 
in fact as an approach to appraisal of the administrative personnel.ul5 
Odiorne also said cthat this narrow view of MBO is its greatest weak-
12Gordon, P• 244. 
13Levinson. 
14John L. Crowder, "A Study of Administrative and Supervisory 
Appraisal Systems in the Virginia Public Schools" (Ph.d. dissertation, 
George Washington University, 1973). 
lSKnezevich, P• 11. 
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ness and is frequently viewed in business as another personnel gim-
mick.16 Levinson agreed and said that " ••• the .higher a man rises in 
an organization and the more varied and subtle his work, the more 
difficult it is to pin down objectives that represent more than a 
fraction of his work ••• because it is based on a reward-punishment 
psychology, the process of MBO in combination with performance ap-
praisal is self-defeating ••• fails to take adequately into account 
the deeper emotional components of motivation.nl7 Gordon thought 
that performance appraisal could improve performance if detailed, 
specific job descriptions including skills needed to carry out the 
position, a J.ist of things for which the person is accountable, a 
list of shared responsibilities of the position, and a clear state-
ment of the limits of tbe.authority of the position, are included. 
Gordon also thought that individuals should be helped to establish 
a self-development plan based on appraisal results, and should be 
required to attend necessary inservice programs in important skill 
training for that position.l8 Redfern also said that standards of 
excellence should be designed with which the principal couid measure 
his performance, and Lamb wrote that the most effective method tor 
16 Georges. Odiorne, "Management by Objectives," College and 
University, March 1971, pp. 13-15. 
17Levinson. 
18Gordon, pp. 232-3. 
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administration was MBO: "It increases control through a clarification 
of purpose. nl9 Mattaliano warned that objectiv~s might "become an end 
in themselves rather than the means for improving educational ideas, n20 
but Gordon again reported that administrators believed that performance 
appraisal does provide the opportunity for correcting the individual 
administrator's job weaknesses. 21 And so the debate goes on, as it 
does among Chicago public school administrators. 
Both Redi'ern and Hartley were very much in favor of performance 
appraisal. The former said that this system sets standards of ex-
cellence and allows for concrete and specific objectives designed to 
implement action.22 The latter said that supervisors should identify 
what criteria and levels of performance they wilL accept as a basis 
for evaluating their performance. 23 PAP seems to have done this 
according to a majority of both the superintendents and the prin-
cipals, that is, it compared "actual results ••• to the objectives 
agreed upon." 
Regarding PAP's claim to "result in the improvement of in-
l9Joseph P. Lamb, "Gleanings From the Private ~ector, 11 Edu-
cational Bulletin of Columbia University, December 1972. -
20Anthony P. Mattaliano, "Management by Objectives: Tech-
niques for the Principal," NA.::iSP Bulletin, October 1972, p. b9. 
21 Gordon, p. 22b. 
22Redfern, p. 90. 
23Harry J. Hartley, "PPB~ in Local ~chools: A Status Report," 
NA~SP Bulletin, October 1972. 
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struction," very little can be found in the literature. Perhaps this 
lack of pertinent literature is because perforrr~ance aporaisal was orig-
inally used in business and !ater was viewed in education as an adminis-
trative tool. This same attitude was found among many administrators in 
the interview. A majority of both superintendents and principals, how-
ever, thought that PAP was successful in this area if objectives were 
specific and quantitative. The only real references to instruction in 
the literature are vague and refer to the necessity of teacher account-
ability. 
Concerning the next two statements of PAP, that is, that the 
plan "affords the opportunity for administrators and their superiors 
to communicate more effectively" and that the plan "identifies in-
dividual needs for tPaining and development as a means of imoroving 
the principal's performance," Part II failed to draw any conclusions 
since on the first only a majority of the superintendents agreed and 
on the second only a bare majority of the principals agreed. There 
is a relationship between the preceding two statements, however, or 
at least an end-product of these two. That end-product of "communi-
cations" and "identifying needs" is "inservice" or "on-the-job-train-
ing." Very little is said in the PAP about either of the two and yet 
this was a glaring weakness of PAP as reported by several adminis-
trators. The literature of performance appraisal abounds with re-
ferences to these areas: 
Heier: Said that many training sessions must be held before im-
plementing a performance appraisal program. Sincerity and enthusiasm 
16o 
for the program are essential. A good deal of time should be spent 
on the formulation cf objectives and the trainer should work with all 
management groups as there must be a high degree of continuity and 
standardization. Middle management must be convinced of the value of 
tte plan before submitting it to upper management. "A company cannot 
institute by fiat! n24 
Sampson: Stated that MBO is frequently perceived as an effective mean, 
but is not well-implemented. One reason for this perception is that 
school systems frequently rush into an MBO system without adequate 
inservice work.25 
Feltes: Said that any evaluation system must be field-tested to find 
out first if performance improves.2b 
Gordon: Stated that it was possible for introduction and implemen-
tation to be inhibi~ed by insensitive, poorly conceived planning. 
Also, inservice orograms needed to be developed if the systems were 
to provide the information that was necessary to carry out the in-
tended procedures and purposes of performance appraisal. Continuing: 
each administrator should be given the opportunity to have sub-
stantial input in the development and design of the strategies, 
instruments, and subsystems of the proposed appraisal program. 
On a regularly planned basis, administrators should sit down 
24 W.D. Heier, "Implementine and Appraisal by Results Program," 
Personnel, November-December 1970. 
25 Howard L. Sampson, "A Model for Applying Systems Manage-
ment Theory to a Large School System" (trh.d. dissertation, Uni-
versity of Wisconsin, 1973). 
26 Ronald L. Feltes, "Development of a Management Evaluation 
System" (Ph.d. dissertation, University of Denver, 1973). 
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together privately and assess the needs of the organization and 
their own needs to see if a reasonable congruity exists. For 
this to be possible, a great deal of trust and confidence in 
each other and the existing power structure ·must be present. 
If this trust is not present, this reco~~endation should be ig-
nored, since it would only lead to greater difficulty.27 
Item #2: Technical Directives 
The conclusion drawn in Part II was that, although the district 
superintendent and principal have been mutually agreeing upon the 
latter's objectives, it did not necessarily occur at the beginning 
of the school year. The literature had little to say about the 
latter but a great deal to say about the former: 
Redfern: Performance objectives, related to the standards of' 
excellence, should be formulated cooperatively by the principal 
and his evaluator and used to evaluate performance. He also 
called performance appraisal "cooperative appraisal" as opposed 
to unilateral or "job-target" appraisaL 28 
Hartley: Issues in MBO include: Will arbitrarily selected 
criteria be imposed on supervisors by the central office?29 
Barilleaux: Principals should view the accountability syndrome 
for proactiveness rather than the usual reactiveness ••• These 
conditions should be welcomed, but only on the assumption that 
27Gordon, pp. 229 and 233. 
'
28Redfern, pp. 86-87. 
29Hartley. 
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a critical element of the accountability process is honored; prin-
cipals must share in the formulation of the obj'~ctives for which 
they are to be accountable.3° 
Mattaliano: Speaking on the dangers and abuses faced by people 
working with MBO, "The supervisor may write the management ob-
jectives and impose them on the subordinate.n3l 
Heier: Said that none of the system can be imposed.32 
Both the principals and the superintendents agreed that the 
statement, "the district superintendent and principal discuss these 
objectives during the school year," should be rejected. The liter-
ature mentioned the topic when Crowder said that there should be 
multiple appraisals throughout the school year,33 and Gordon 
recommends three practices: (1) administrators sit down once a 
year, at least, and assess the organization's and their needs, 
(2) administrators take time to meet with their immediate sub-
ordinates as frequently as possible as a method of both facili-
tating communication and advising the subordinate, (3) communi-
cations should not be limited to paper and pen but should occur 
at regular intervals in the form of face-to-face meetings of the 
3°Louis E. Barilleaux, "Accountability Through Performance 
Objectives," NASSP Bulletin, May 1972, p. 105. 
3~attaliano. 
32Heier. 
33crowder. 
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whole administrative starr.34 
On the contrary, both groups, superintendents and principals, 
accepted the statement that "aH objectives are set at significant 
and attainable levels." The "significant" portion of this statement, 
however, was questioned by several interviewees, including the Deputy 
Superintendent. Mattaliano warned of additional dangers here when 
he wrote: 
The weak administrator ••• may suddenly be "approvalllle" if he is 
a creative writer of management objectives. In some cases he 
may actually feel that he i~5now doing the job because he looks good through MBO paperwork. 
Wikstrom reported in 1966 that evaluees were setting "easy or low" 
goals.36 And Gordon recommended that 
The objectives should be written so that (it) can be shown 
whether they are maintenance objectives or high-risk, prob-
lem-solving or creative objectives. Further, the risks or 
intangibles should be spelled out in the writing (with a 
statement) as to how the results of a yearly appraisal will 
be reported •••• 37 
As reported in Part II, both groups rejected the PAP claim 
that "principals involve members of their staff, community and 
student body in the preliminary identification of programs and 
plans." The literature added little to the reactions of admin-
istrators outside of general statements by Gordon that performance 
34Gordon, pp. 233, 234. 
35Mattaliano. 
3bwikstrom. 
37Gordon, p. 232. 
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appraisal can assist in meeting some demands of communities.38 
No conclusions were drawn on either of the last two statements 
that "the district superintendent has completed his PAP before meet-
ing with his ppincipals and uses it as a guide for theirs" and "the 
principal's accomplishment reports are used by the district superin-
tendent as a basis for planning and assistance in developing new and 
revised objectives for the following year." On the first statement, 
Redfern said that the principal should know to whom to look for 
direction and supervision,38 but on the second Gordon recommended 
that the recycling process of the development of objectives 
for a new school year not be decided upon at the same con-
ference session that a final yearly appraisal session occurs.40 
Item #3: Behavioral Changes 
Item #3 concerns behavioral changes which were supposed to 
have taken place among principals as a result of PAP. These be-
havioral changes were difficult to relate with the literature for 
two reasons: 
1. The objectives of performance appraisal, as stated in the 
literature, were primarily concerned with the technical as-
pects of implementing a performance appraisal plan or with 
the goals of the plan itself, rather than with behavioral 
38 Gordon, p. 226. 
39Redfern. 
40 Gordon, p. 234. 
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changes in the person of the principal. 
2. Although some references were found in the 'literature for certain 
behavioral objectives of PAP, as stated in the PAP document, these 
were not all satisfactory and no references were found for the 
first and fourth behavioral objectives: "administrators will plan 
:_:their work more effectively" (rejected by both groups of adminis-
trators) and "administrators will identify areas in which assis-
tance from central or district staff personnel would be helpful" 
(also rejected by both groups of administrators). 
Several general statements were made by various authors con-
cerning personal changes in administrators: Campbell stated that a 
set of criteria for functions defined in behavioral terms is neces-
sary for an evaluatipn of administrative personnel,4l while Heier 
said that MBO/R could be a tremendous morale booster.42 Levinson, 
on the other hand, did not view behavioral changes as a result or 
PAP in positive terms: " ••• may perpetuate and intensify hostility, 
resentment, and distrust between a manager and subordinate •••• 11 He 
implied that performance appraisal used people as "patsies to be 
driven, urged and manipulated. 1143 McGregor also did not like what 
4laoald F. Campbell, "Evaluation of Administrative Performance," 
American Association of School Administrators, February 1971. 
42Heier. 
43Levinson. 
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he thought he saw in performance appraisal's relation to people,44 
as did Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman.45 
Concerning the two statements that "administrators will focus 
their attention and efforts upon the most basic and critical !'unctions 
of their positions" and "administrators will channel their primary 
efforts into those areas where the need is greatest," several positive 
statements were made: Lamb said that MBO "increases control through 
a clarification of purpose;"4b Nicholson said that principals should 
become familiar with the hierarchy of administrative task areas which 
need priorities in the implementation of performance objectives;47 
and Gordon stated that administrators in his research believed that 
performance appraisal does provide clearly stated job descriptions, 
and the opportunity for correcting the individual administrator's 
job weaknesses.4B. Both of these statements were accepted by major-
ities of both groups of interviewed administrators. 
The statement "administrators will look at their performance 
in practical terms".was accepted in Part II and Redfern backs up 
this acceptance with the statement that performance appraisal assists 
44nouglas McGregor, The Human Side of Enterprise, (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc.,(l960), Chapter 6. 
45Herzberg, et. al. 
40Lamb. 
47Everett W. Nicholson, "Accountability through Performance 
Objectives," NASSP Bulletin, May 1972, p. 101. 
48 Gordon, p. 22o. 
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with the particular needs of individual principals and is designed 
to implement action. It makes accountability m~re than a cliche.49 
Although no conclusion was drawn in Part II on the last state-
ment, "administrators will mutually grow in competency and will com-
municate more effectively," Knezevich does say that MBO/R "may reveal 
the kinds of special training needed to give the administrator an op-
portunity to know his position better than anyone else, to integrate 
system objectives with manageriar efforts, and to become a self-starter 
with the organization.u5U 
Item #6: Key Elements 
Many of the key elements selected for Item #6 were repetitous 
or quite similar to objectives or technical directives in Items #1 
and #2, respectively, which were previously compared and contrasted 
with the literature. These include: 
3. "Participation by community and staff in the formation of (goals 
and standards)" which is similar to the fourth statement of Item 
#2. The literature concerning these statements was quite limited 
and both were rejected by interviewed administrators. 
4. "Interim review and opportunity for revision of goals and stand-
ardB" was also quite similar to statement two of Item #2, for 
49Redi'ern, p. 16. 
50Knezevich, p. 16 
51Gordon, pp. 233-4 
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which Gordon, in particular, had quite a bit to say.51 Sur-
prisingly, however, the first statement was. accepted for re-
tention, while the latter (which determined whether or not 
this practice was actually being implemented) was rejected. 
5. "Comparison of results to objectives through the accomplish-
ment report" was similar in concept to the fifth statement of 
Item #1, and Red1'ern52 and Hartley53 had much to say about the 
importance of setting and reporting on objectives in a highly 
specific manner. Sizable majorities of both superintendents 
and principals accepted the latter and former statements for 
retention. 
1. "Using the goals and accomplishments of one year to prepare 
for the next" could be compared and contrasted with litera-
ture similar to the sixth statement of Item #2, "the prin-
cipal's accomplishment reports are used by the district super• 
intendant as a basis for planning and assistance in developing 
new and revised objectives for the following year." Although 
Gordon recommended that the review from pne year and the form-
ulation of objectives for the next year not take place at the 
same meeting,54 both interviewed principals and superintendents 
51Gordon, PP• 233-4 
52Redfern. 
53Hartley. 
54 Gordon, p. 234. 
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endorsed this statement overwhelmingly. Again, it was sur-
prising that no conclusions could be drawn 'on the latter 
statement since a majority of principals failed to accept it. 
8. "Salary increments tied to performance ratings" was also dis-
cussed in the first statement of Item #1. Although a majority 
of interviewed administrators rejected the latter statement -
that is, they said that PAP did not clearly relate compensa-
tion to performance - no conclusion could be drawn on whether 
or not this key element should be retained as a part of PAP. 
In regard to the other three key elements of PAP, the lit-
erature differed somewhat from statements considered earlier or, 
in the case of the sixth statement, no relevant literature was 
found. 
1. "Management-by-objectives approach to administration" was 
endorsed repeatedly throughout the literature (disagreement 
arose over the question of whether or not MBO should be used 
in evaluation, and beyond that, for salary increments): 
Authors such as Redfern,SS Edwards,5° Crowder,57 
55Red1'ern. 
5°Timothy I. Edwards, "A ~tudy of Attitudes toward Educational 
Accountability Held by ~elected Principals, Teachers, Superintendents, 
School Board Chairmen, and County Commission Members in North Carolina" 
(Ph.d. dissertation, North Carolina State University, 1973). 
57 crowder. 
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Milton,SB Lamb,59 Hartley, 60 McGregor,61 and many others all 
praised the use of MBO. Interviewed administrators agreed by 
strongly accepting this key element for retantion. 
2. "Individual and specific written goals and standards for 
administrators" was also accepted for retention as a key 
element by both interviewed groups and the literature supports 
this joint decision: Redfern stated that performance appraisal 
must be "tailored to the particular needs of individual prin-
cipals"02 and Crowder's research concluded that appraisal 
criteria should be individualized !'or each evaluee.03 
6.. "Specific numerical ratings" were rejected overwhelmingly by 
both interviewed groups of administrators. Nothing could be 
located in the literature to support or criticize this tech-
nical aspect of the PAP. 
58 George E. Milton, et al, "The Princioa!ship: Job Specifi-
cations and Salary Considerations for the '70's, NASSP Bulletin, 
1970, p. 65. 
59tamb. 
6uHart!ey. 
6~cGregor. 
62Redfern. 
63crowder. 
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Additional Analysis 
Items #1, #2, #3 and #6 were again used as a basis for com-
paring and contrasting the ChicaP:o Performance Appraisal Plan with 
the literature. Pertinent literature was found to be available 
relative to most statements with the exception of those statements 
concerning equitability, improvement of instruction, community 
and staff participation, effective work-planning, assistance from 
outside staff, and specific numerical ratings. 
The literature disclosed a controversy regarding the question 
of whether or not performance should be related to salary. The 
differences seem deep and not likely to be resolved until the more 
fundamental question of whether or not a "Theory X" or "Theory Y" 
atmosphere is more cpnducive to good performance is resolved. (The 
success of the district superintendent in District X would seem to 
indicate the former.~ 
The literature was also non-existent for questions unique to 
education, such as "improvement of instruction." This was not sur-
prising since most pertinent literature was found in business sources. 
This raised still another question, however, and that was whether or 
not Cresap, McCormick, and Paget and the Chicago Board of Education 
really expected too much of this plan from the outset. For example, 
would this one plan actually be able to help "administrators plan ••• 
more effectively," "identify areas in which assistance from ••• staff 
personnel would be helpful," "result in the improvement of instruc-
tion," etc.? Perhaps the plan was handicapped from the beginning 
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by the setting of unrealistic expectations. The literature of 
business did not seem to expect so many accomplishments from one 
plan. 
The literature also pointed out another pitfall and that was 
the equating of MBO with performance appraisal. Again, those who 
expected a program of MBO to grow out of PAP, instead of the re-
verse, were simply expecting too much. 
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Part IV - Analysis 
The Chicago Performance Appraisal Plan is a major example of what 
happens when a Board of Education rushes into a program without adequate 
discussion, proper background, budget analysis, and inservicing. Also 
lacking was a specific list of objectives which the plan was to achieve 
and, most importantly, a committment to and faith in the plan by both 
middle and lower level administrators. 
Boards of Education in large urban centers are frequently made 
up of a conglomerate of individuals representing many varied interest 
and pressure groups. In Chicago, where Board members are appointed 
rather than elected, this is particularly true. The mayor must 
satisfy everyone with his appointments. The Board of Education in 
1970 was comprised of representatives of labor, real estate, banking, 
the PTA, the League of Women Voters, the Urban League, and business. 
The Board then and now was criticized for too much factionalism, too 
much oushing for individual causes rather than for the city as a 
whole, and much too much bickering. Decisions seemed to be made to 
satisfy this group or that group without being made in a uniform 
consistent manner to satisfy the overall needs and goals of the city 
and its children. A major example of this factionalism was the 
decision on where new schools would be located. Those groups which 
exerted the most pressure got new schools; others with more pressing 
needs, but who were less·vocal, did not. Today, many relatively new 
schools stand half-empty while serious overcrowding still exists in 
several parts of the city. 
The PAP was another example of this same kind of over-reaction 
and rushed, ill-concei.ved administrative recorrimendations. The "name 
of the game" in 1969 and 1970 was "get the principal". Board members 
had asked how they were to know if administrators were really doing 
their job and how could they hold principals accountable. 
Performance appraisal was an answer to the exoressed needs and 
concerns of the Board. A performance aporaisal plan would allow for 
individual goal-setting, and would require more communication between 
supervisor and supervisee. Such a plan might also involve communities 
and staff in planning, would be more fair to principals (as opposed to 
the method of evaluation in effect then), and, most importantly, would 
institute a program of merit pay, something which seems to be popular 
witt Boards of Education, particularly at budget and pay-raise times. 
All of the above were admirable goals. The problems arose, 
however, when the General Superintendent began to take steps to 
formulate a plan which could be presented for Board approval. He 
was under pressure and wanted something fast and something which 
could be fully implemented within a year or two. He did not want 
anything which involved several years of field-testing and which 
did not zero in on the expressed concerns of the Board. 
In order to accomplish these things he contracted with the 
firm of Cresap, McCormick and Paget to conduct an overall study 
of administrative evaluation and to make recommendations for 
change. The firm had a history of instituting performance appraisal 
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plans, so one could logically expect performance appraisal to be 
included in the final recommendations. But here is where the trouble 
actually began. CMP and the General Superintendent failed to bring 
the administrative staff, particularly principals, into their dis-
cussions and confidence. Immediately, there was the feeling on the 
part of principals that something was going to be imposed on them 
and that the Superintendent was siding with the Board against them 
instead of defending them. 
Perhaps ir princioals had been included from the beginning, 
many mistakes made by CMP could have been avoided. First of all, 
a better statement of purpose was needed. Cresap, et al, gave 
vague statements inter-changing management-by-objectives and 
performance appraisal, even though there was no overall management-
by-objectives program within the Board. They also failed to de-
lineate a profit-oriented business from an educational and human 
relations oriented school system. In both the original CMP report, 
"Development of a Compensation Plan for Administrative Positions", 
and the follow-up, "Administrative Comoensation Plan", CMP promised 
all sorts or improvements covering a broad range: better planning, 
improved instruction, identification of areas in which assistance 
would be helpful, better communications witr superior, staff and 
community, less subjectivity, and merit pay. This one plan was 
evidently supposed to solve all the problems of the Chicago public 
schools. 
Although they were an experienced firm, Cresap, McCormick and 
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Paget seemed to display the over-eaferness of a beginning Fuller Brush 
salesman in trying to sell this plan. One must aLso recall the naive 
and simplistic approach of big business in the 11 performance contracting11 
fiasco in which business promised that students would learn through 
business-like methods or the sponsoring firms would not be paid. The 
public saw how quickly business withdrew !'rom those foolhardy ventures. 
Worst of all, however, Cresap, McCormick and Paget deceived a 
naive staff and an inexperienced and over-eager Board of Education. 
Much of the literature reported in the foregoing cl:apters was avail-
able at that time. Even perfunctory research would have shown that 
business itself was having problems with performance appraisal at 
that time and that many problems later encountered by the school 
system could have been avoided by following the advice of writers 
such as McGregor, Heier and Drucker. 
With all of these faults, however, there still might have 
been hope for the plan had not the Board of Education balked at 
several of the salary provisions of the original report and made 
11modifications". The Cbicago Principal's Association had endorsed 
the original plan because of the lucrative benefits. Once many of 
these were eliminated, they began finding fault with the rest of 
the plan. These faults had been there all along but evidently 
the CPA had decided to go along with them in light of the sub-
stantial financial rewards. But when the Board decided to 
determine salary on a bi-monthly basis rather than on a two week 
basis, they reneged on four weeks or pay annually for principals. 
Later they failed to give merit increases or anywhere near the 
percentages recolll)11ended by Cr'iP and also failed to update the salary 
schedule annually as required by their own resolution. Again, one 
can only surmise that no one had indicated tc·the Board early in 
the process exactly what all of these salary benefits would cost. 
The Board was also aghast when the results of the first cycle of 
evaluations were released and most of the principals were Category 
III, the highest ranking. No percentaee limitations had been 
placed on district superintendents. To the Board members this 
seemed to defeat the whole purpose of the program, to penalize 
principals. All the Board seemed to have done was to reward 
most of the principals of the city. Some Board members felt that 
they had been deceived and that they were the patsies for giving 
principals big raises. From this point on, everything was down-
hill. 
Part I of Chapter IV showed that the failure to implement 
the salary aspects of the plan was undoubtedly the biggest fault 
of the plan. 'Ihe next biggest failure was the lack of adequate 
inservicing. From the beginning the PAP was an imposed plan with 
little or no input from administrators. 
As a res~lt, the PAP was not viewed by principals and 
district superintendents as a means to improve Performance, which 
should be the purpose of any evaluation system. Rather the PAP 
was looked upon as a coercive program. PAP was also viewed as 
something to go through every year, rather than as a useful frame-
work for planning and improvement. 
Those superintendents interviewed tended to be more supportive 
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of PAP than the principals who were interviewed. This support was 
illustrated in Chapter III. Nevertheless, two, the former area 
associate superintendent and the district superintendent in District 
X, were more critical. The former was skeptical that many "claims" 
made by PAP were actually due to PAP, while the latter thought that 
PAP should have been approached in a more quantitative manner. 
The above would imply that not all superintendents were 
convinced of' the merits of PAP from the outset. Again, this 
attitude showed a lack of adequate inservicing and that the plan 
was probably imposed upon administrators without fundamental 
support from middle management. It also implied that even super-
intendents believed that any positive changes had to be proven to 
be because of PAP! The fact that change took place was not enough. 
The responses of the district superintendent of X showed that 
he viewed PAP more as a "motivational" tool or, perhaps, even as a 
device of coercion. He said that objectives should be highly soecific, 
that there was presently "too much verbiage," and that numerical 
ratings should be stressed (other superintendents thought these 
should be dropped). Perhaps surprisingly, he was not for the 
retention of PAP, except for new principals. Others, he felt, 
could function with a checklist once they had gone through two 
or three years with PAP. 
The other two district superintendents were more general in 
their approaches to PAP, viewing it as just another procedure to go 
through. One seemed to view it as a good device for justifying salary 
rewards for his principals. They and the area associate were more 
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skentical of the accomolishments of PAP, saying that successes would 
have occurred anyway or that 11 any decent principal would have done 
that anyway. 11 Perhaps there was also some resentment on the part or 
the district superintendents rerarding their loss of salary incre-
ments. 
The Veputy Suoerintendent's responses were more defensive of 
the "design" of PAP and more critical of the way in which it was 
implemented by subordinates. Examo1es of these responses were cited 
in Chapter III. Interestingly, he still favored administrative 
rewards through "scholarships," but said that these should not be 
as a result of PAP. 
The above i¢plies that there is an indication that super-
intendents should take the leadership in identifying instruction 
and learning-related goals for principals. In districts without 
this direct leadership, the ~rincipals 1 performance objectives were 
seldom learning-oriented and were generally vague. 
The first statement a~ove implies that principals and super-
intendents viewed their approaches to evaluation quite differently. 
Also, the district suoerintendent of X showed, at least in this 
instance, that a hard, coercive, quantitativa, Theory X method of 
administrative evaluation was more effective. 
Because of a lack of inservicing, both for orincipal and 
district superintendents, the plan was imolemented in many different 
ways and with very different emohasis. In District X of the study, 
a district in which instructional objectives were emphasized, prin-
cipals showed a markedly different perception of PAP's success than 
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did the principals in the other two districts. Although almost all 
principals were resentful of the Board of Education's failure to 
implement salary asoects of the PAP as originally planned, District 
X's principals revealed that the plan had been successful from the 
standpoint of student achievement and helping orincipals focus upon 
the most important areas of their jobs. 
This success was somewhat remarkable since District X's 
principals were not at all reserved in exoressing their personal 
resentment and dislike for the district suoerintendent. Neverthe-
less, District X seems to have been the only one of the three in-
volved districts in which PAP was implemented with specific goals 
and, consequently, in which specific results could be shown. 
These results show that PAP is most effective when used as 
a method of suoervision-instruction and when objectives are based 
on highly quantitative and specific objectives. The results also 
show, that despite a lack of good citywide inservicing, a district 
superintendent with good leadership qualities, with specific goals 
which are exoressed to principals, and with a very quantitative 
aporoach, can implement a successful PAP program. In both Districts 
Y and z, the objectives were much more vague and lacked quantitative 
measures with which to determine success or failure. Consequently, 
principals rarely saw the potential value to the PAP. "It was just 
another one of those Mickey Mouse reports we do each year", said 
one principal. 
Again, there was a definite underlying resentment toward PAP 
that was noted throughout the interviews because of the Board's 
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failure to implement the salary asoects of the ori~inal plan. In-
terviewed principals feel that PAP has cost them'dollars. This 
attitude has been reenforced arain and again by the Chicago Prin-
cipals' Association. Consequently, when areas were discussed in 
which there had been prop,ress during the last few years, principals 
did not want to give any credit to PAP, saying that the success 
would have occurred anyway or that it was not because of PAP. 
These attitudes would imoly that Boards of Education should 
attemot to steer away from relating performance appraisal to salary, 
at least until the plan has been implemented and well-received by 
those being evaluated. To some 1969 Board members this latter 
statement might seem to defeat the whole purpose of the PAP, be-
cause the plan was originally requested as a method of better 
determining who should or should not receive salary increases. 
Again, one must remember that the purpose of performance appraisal 
is to imorove performance, not to determine salary. If determining 
salary is the only objective of the plan, then the plan becomes a 
means of coercion. If salary is the goal of a performance appraisal 
plan, then Boards and superintendents should not be hypocritical and 
use such ohrases as "mutual agreement", "growing together", and 
"improved communications". These three are non-coercive terms and 
are rarely, if ever, used in conjunction with a coercive salary-
related plan. 
The former is really a key result of the research. In 
District X, the district superintendent was quite definite~ 
coercive, but he got the best results. He did this, however, by 
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imposing his objectives, not through any "mutually developed" ob-
jectives. In one sense, he did not follow th~ plan as devised by 
the Board. In the other two distri.cts, where vague directives were 
followed and there was less direct leadership, the PAP was not 
nearly as successful. 
Administration and Boards of Education must make a crucial 
decision as to whether their performance appraisal plan is going to 
be an imposed, coercive plan with salary as a motivator, or a less 
coercive, mutually devised program for which there is really no 
point in relating salary. The above two plans really do not mix, 
and the worst problems seem to arise where there is a lack o1· 
honesty and Boards of Education try to do both. 
Boards of Education must make the fundamental decision as to 
which system they want. In Chicago the Board vacillated in its 
decision and tried to do a little of both. As a consequence, the 
district superintendents for Districts Y and Z chose the non-
coercive approach while the District Superintendent of X chose 
the imposed, coercive method. Of the three districts involved in 
this study, District X seems to have achieved the best results. 
Regarding the technical implementation of PAP, both groups 
agreed in their responses with the exceptions of objectives being 
discussed at the beginning of the year and objectives being set at 
significant levels. It was unclear whether or not the district 
superintendents shared their PAP's with their principals and 
whether or not accomplishment reoorts were used as a basis for 
planning for the following year. Again, one would think that if 
the latter two had taken place, they would be recalled by prac-
tically everyone involved. 
The implication here is that, at best, the technical aspects 
of PAP were approac~ed in a very loose fashion. The above-stated 
differences would never have occurred if any de~ree of uniformity 
and control had been applied by the central staff. 
Regarding behavioral changes in principals, the two groups 
disagreed only on whether principals grew in competency and com-
municated more effectively as a result of PAP. Both groups viewed 
the best attributes and the greatest faults of PAP quite similarly. 
Both the superintendents and the Principals of District X 
viewed PAP as having helped to improve achievement scores. other 
Principals did not view PAP as having made as much educational im-
pact, but then their concept of the program was more vague and 
general. PAP was also viewed by the latter group as more of an 
administrative tool than an educational one. 
These latter statements imply again a lack of adequate in-
servicing on the part of the Board of Education. Why did one 
district superintendent insist on instructional objectives while 
two others virtually ignored them? Was this question not answered 
when the plan was first introduced? How could so many principals 
and superintendents view the plan as strictly an administrative 
tool? Were there no overall "quality controls" placed on the im-
plementation of the plan by the area and central offices? These 
questions imply a confusion about the fundamental objectives of the 
whole PAP. 
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Regarding the retention, change, or discarding of certain key 
elements of PAP, both groups were in agreement exceot for the interim 
review. Principals favored retaining the interim review while the 
superintendents 1 responses conflicted with their privately stated 
practices. The latter also favored expanding: PAP to the evaluation 
of teachers, while principals rejected this idea. Again, the district 
suoerintendent of X was alone in favoring strict numerical ratings, 
but his quantitative approach seemed to have received the best re-
sults. For example, he had the principals in his district attempt 
to form a school band and plant shrubbery and tulips in front of 
their schools. His principals were rated on these specific types 
of achievements. 
Again, the implication here is that there was great latitude 
shown in the interpretation of PAP directives by district superin-
tendents. If one preferred quantitative objectives, then one also 
preferred quantitative ratings, and vice versa. 
Principals were generally opposed to expanding PAP to the 
teaching staffs, not because of disagreement over the setting of 
individual objectives for teachers, but rather because it would 
lead to too much paperwork and would never get by the Chicago 
Teachers' Union. None was eager to "play God" in dispensing 
merit pay which could lead to charges of favoritism by staffs. 
The above would imoly that Chicago principals are somewhat 
timid in employing accepted supervision techniques with teachers. 
They are not eager to become involved in any techniques which 
might be viewed as coercive and will strive to avoid favoritism 
]85 
at any cost. This timidity might be partially attributed to the 
fact that almost all principals were themselve.s Chicago teachers, 
members of the Chicago Teachers' Union, and perhaps still view 
themselves as the "head teacher" rather than as the administrator. 
There is also a parallel here with the previous discussion re-
garding Boards of Education and oerformance appraisal. Principals 
must also decide whether they are going to supervise in a coercive 
manner with imposed objectives and for which merit pay is a motivator. 
This style of leadership does not mean that they must act in 
a tyrannical manner. Frequently such principals are oopular with 
their staffs because they are benevolent and yet display definite 
qualities of leadership. There is little question from staffs 
as to the goals and objectives of the school. 
The alternative for principals is to be the democratic leader, 
who encoura~es mutual development of geals and objectives. He may 
be well-liked by staffs, but it can also be frustrating to work for 
him i1' he lacks leadership and is indecisive. There is frequently 
a contradiction between democratic supervision and merit pay programs. 
Because of their backgrounds, Chicago principals seem to fall 
more into the democratic category. As indicated earlier, Chicago 
principals are not eager to become involved in a merit pay system. 
Because of the strength of the Chicago Teachers' Union, they prefer 
to play the "good guy" role and avoid the showing of favoritism. As 
former Chicago teachers and CTU members, they frequently view them-
selves more as the "head teacrer" rather than as t.he person responsible 
for the overall leadership of the school. 
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Despite their negative reactions to the PAP, none of the inter-
viewed principals or superintendents wanted to. return to the former 
system of having the district superintendent merely give a grade at 
the end of the year. While principals favored a less structured 
metl':od of administrative evaluation, most wanted some sort of ob-
jectives set for them even if by the district superintendent or in 
the form of a checklist. This desire for objectives showed that 
principals favor a manarement-by-objectives approach to evaluation. 
They want to be judged upon standards suited to their particular 
job or school. They do not want a laissez faire approach. They want 
to be held accountable and they want the district superintendent held 
accountable for how he evaluated them. 
Perhaps the latter was the strongest endorsement of PAP, that 
is, that no one interviewed wanted to return to the prior method of 
evaluation. All wanted either PAP or some sort of ore-determined 
objectives with most wanting those objectives tailored for a 
particular situation. If interviewees had been asked the question, 
"Do you like PAP? Yes or no?" most probably would have said "no." 
But upon closer questioning and analysis, an entirely different 
response came through. It reminds one of Winston Churchill's famous 
observation that democracy was the worst form of government ever 
devised by man - except for every other form of government. 
Part II examined the reactions of the five superintendents 
and eighteen principals concerning twenty-eight plan objectives, 
technical directives, behavioral objectives, and key elements of 
the Chicago Performance Aporaisal Plan. 
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The two groups agreed on nineteen of these statements, accept-
ing twelve and rejecting seven. No conclusions could be drawn on nine 
statements since majorities of each group differed in their responses. 
The greatest disagreements between the two groups occurred 
within Item 11, Improvements in Administration, with four statements 
accepted by superintendents but rejected by the principals, and one 
statement accepted by the principals but not by the second inter-
viewed group. Also, within Item #3, Technical Directives, there was 
disagreement on two statements with the suPerintendents apProving 
each but the principals rejecting each. 
A common thread seems to run through most of these statements. 
The statements are those for which the superior was most responsible. 
For example: 
- reduces the element of subjectivity 
- equitable for all participants 
-affords the opportunity for administrators ••• t.o communicate more 
effectively 
-the district superintendent has completed his PAP before ••• and 
uses it as a guide ••• 
- the principal's accomplishment reports are used by the district 
superintendent as a basis for planning ••• 
This "common thread" implies that the superintendents might 
have been somewhat defensive of the jobs they had done in implementing 
PAP. One might argue, conversely, however, that principals might have 
been hypercritical of the role of the district superintendents in im-
plementing PAP. All things considered, the extent of agreement be-
tween the two groups was remarkable, especially i1' one discounts 
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those statements which might have involved an admission of guilt 
by rejection. 
The role of elementary principals and high school principals 
in involving members of the staff, community and student body in 
their PAP's was shown to be quite different. This discrepancy im-
plies a quite different mode of communication in one tyoe of school 
tban,tbe other. 
Both the former associate superintendent and the Deputy Super-
intendent gave indications several times that they viewed the im-
plementation of many aspects of the PAP quite skeptically. Both of 
them, of course, reviewed many of the PAP's or principals and district 
superintendents. The associate was known as an individual who visited 
schools quite frequently. Perhaps the Deputy and the former Associate 
Superintendent did not see the kinds or things being implemented that 
were being reported on paper. 
This lack of confidence on the part of these two superin-
tendents would imply that many principals and district superintendents 
used the PAP as a method of making themselves and their subordinates 
11 look good", as one principal stated. Another principal said that 
he "made sure 11 that he got good results. 
Despite all of the many failures to implement the PAP in a 
technically correct manner, the two strengths or PAP that repeatedly 
surfaced were an MBO approach to evaluation and the improvement in 
communications, particularly between district superintendent and 
principal. 
These two strengths again imolied that principals and district 
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superintendents want sometbing concrete upon which to base evaluations 
and that they also wanted the opportunity to s,i t down and discuss their 
problems and their achievements with their superiors. Once again, no 
one wanted to go back to the former method of the district superin-
tendent merely giving a grade with no required communication. 
The fact that the interim review was accented as a key element 
by both principals and suoerintendents and yet district superintendents 
admitted that interim reviews did not actually take place, oresented an 
interesting contradiction. It could imply that, although the district 
superintendents favor this element of .PAP, they found it too cumbersome, 
time consuming or unnecessary to implement. 
In Part III of Chapter IV the literature disclosed a controversy 
regarding the ouestion of whether or not performance should be related 
- ' 
to salary. The differences seem deep and not likely to be resolved 
until the more fundamental question of whether a "Theory X" or 
"Theory Y" atmosphere is more conducive to good performance is 
reso.Lved ('The success of the district superintendent in District X 
would seem to indicate the former.) 
The implication here is that "merit pay" should generally be 
avoided by large urban Boards of Education unless they are prepared 
to: 
1. Undertake an entirely new method of administrative certification 
and selection which would emphasize leadership and managerial 
skills, as opposed to promoting teachers from within. 
2. Take on the AFL-CIO, AFT and NEA in a battle to impose merit 
pay on both administration and teachers. 
The task of developing a merit pay system as an equitable 
process is an almost impossible one unless there is a highly-structured, 
quantitative system based on specific goals. There are simply too many 
involved persons to allow any system less structured to be manageable. 
The best that could be hoped for in a less formal system would be a 
system of scholarships, as suggested by the Deputy Superintendent, 
which would not be directly related to performance appraisal and for 
which no set guidelines would have to be adhered to. 
This finding again implies that the Board of Education was 
naive and over-eager to impose a system of' accountability. They did 
not seem to know the difference between MBO and Performance aporaisal 
and imolemented the latter first contrary to the accepted literature. 
Perhaps a more experienced business-oriented Board would have known 
the difference. Instead, both the Board and the central adminis-
tration "bought" the entire package (except for salary) from CMP. 
This naivete and over-eagerness perhaps ruined a good idea for many 
years to come. 
The literature of performance appraisal was non-existent for 
questions unique to education, such as "improvement of inst11uction" 
(Much literature can be found which relates MBO to instruction, but 
it is usually not considered as a factor in the administrator's per-
formance appraisal scheme). This lack of pertinent literature was 
not surorising since most relevant literature was found in business 
sources. This finding raised still another question, however, and 
that was whether or not Cresap, l~cCormick, and PaP,et and the Chicago 
Board of Education really expected too much of this plan from the 
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outset. For example, would this one plan actually be able to telp 
nadministrators plan ••• more effectively," 11 identi1'y areas in which 
assistance 1'rom ••• staff personnel would be helpful," and "result in 
the improvement of instruction?" Perhaps the plan was handicapped 
from the beginning by the setting o1' unrealistic expectations. The 
literature of ~usiness did not seem to expect so many accomplishments 
from one plan. 
The PAP tried to do too much at once. CY~ was not experienced 
in the education field and should not have oromised that the plan 
would result in the improvement of instruction, while at the same 
time improving general administration. Had the entire pro~ect 
started out more slowly, with realistic objectives, with adequate 
inservicing and wit~ no salary promises (which were soon changed 
by the Board of Education), then more success might have been realized. 
It was simply too easy for many to find fault with the plan, and con-
sequently, the whole thing was never successfully implemented for any 
prolonged period of time. 
The literature also pointed out another pitfall and that was 
the equating of MBO with performance aporaisal. Again, those wbo 
expected a program of MBO to grow out of PAP, instead of the reverse, 
were simply expecting too much. 
The implications of this study are that despite years or "bad 
press" from the Chicago Princioals' Association, and a Board of 
Education that constantly reversed itself and failed to live up to 
many of its promises, and great resentment and disappointment 
generated by salary losses, the PAP's objectives were generally 
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accepted by administrators. Administrators want leadership and they 
want to be evaluated. They want to be praised for the jobs they are 
doinr, and they want to demonstrate in tangible ways their many successes. 
One.can only lament the fact that such an opportunity for real success 
in the area of administrative evaluation was missed. Will a good plan 
for performance appraisal have any chance of success for many years to 
come? 
First, Boards of Education must decide if they want a system 
of imposed specific objectives to which metit pay could be attached. 
This system is not really performance aporaisal since it allows for 
very little mutual goal-setting. It is coercive, but provides for 
leadership and frequently gets the best results. 
As an alternative, Boards of Education can choose the more 
democratic perform~nce appraisal system, which provides for more 
communication and mutual goal-setting. Witr the strong labor unions 
of today and with pressures for involvement from many ~roups, this 
latter alternative is perhaps the most which large urban school 
systems can realistically hope for. 
Either choice, however, calls for much inservicing and in-
volvement of the participants in the fundamental goals to be ac-
complished. 
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Conclusions 
Based on the research and analysis, the following conclusions 
were drawn: 
1. Many years of changes and contradictory practices, and failure 
to implement the original Cresap, McCormick, and Paget recommen-
dations, resulted in much discontent and confusion among admin-
istrators, including those at the superintendent's levels, 
concerning the Performance Appraisal Plan. 
2. Lack of adequate inservice, field-testing, and follow-up con-
tributed to this discontent and confusion. 
3. A preoccupation with the salary aspects of the overall plan 
prevented an objective viewpoint of the Performance Appraisal 
Plan on the part of the administrators. This was largely due 
to the Board of Education's tying performance appraisal to 
administrative compensation at the recommendation of Cresap, 
McCormick, and Paget. This action was considered unwise by 
several authors, including McGregor, Knezevich, Levinson, and 
Gordon along with several of the interviewed superintendents. 
4. Despite years of discontent with PAP and a resolution by the 
Chicago Principals' Association stating that PAP should be 
abolished, most of the Chicago public school administrators 
who participated in this study were supportive of the follow-
ing PAP aspects: 
l9!.r 
a) Compares actual results to the objectives previously agreed 
upon. 
b) Results in the improvement of instructions. 
c) The district superintendent and principal mutually agree upon 
the latter's objectives. 
d) Objectives are set at significant and attainable levels. 
e) Principals focus their attention and efforts upon the most 
basic and critical functions of their positions. 
f) Principals look better at their performance in practical 
terms. 
g) Principals channel their primary efforts into those areas 
where the need is greatest. 
h) Management-by-objectives approach to administration. 
i) Individual and specific written goals and standards for 
principals. 
j) Interim review and opportunity for revision of goals and 
standards. 
k) Comparison of results to objectives through the accomplish-
ment report. 
1) Using the goals and accomplishments of one year to prepare 
for the next. 
5. Among those aspects of PAP rejected by both groups of adminis-
trators were the following: 
a) Relates compensation to performance results. 
b) The district superintendent and principal discuss objectives 
during the school year. 
c) Principals involve members of their staff, community and 
(high school only) student body in the preliminary identi-
fication of programs and plans. 
d) Principals will plan their work more effectively. 
e) Principals will identify areas in which assistance from 
Central or District staff personnel would be helpful. 
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f) Participation of community and staff in the formation of poals 
and standards. 
g) Specific numerical ratings. 
6. No conclusions could be drawn on nine aspects of PAP. Those which 
which were accepted by the interviewed superintendents, but not by 
principals were: 
a) Reduces the element of subjectivity. 
b) Is equitable for all participants. 
c) Provides for all principals to improve their performance. 
d) Affords tte opportunity for principals and their superiors 
to communicate more effectively. 
e) The district superintendent has completed his PAP before 
meeting with his principals and uses it as a guide for 
theirs. 
f) The principal's accomplishment reports are used by the 
district superintendent as a basis for planning and assis-
tance in developing new and revised objectives for the 
following year. 
g) Administrators will mutually grow in competency and will 
communicate more effectively. 
That aspect which was accepted by the interviewed principals 
but not by the superintendents was: 
a) Identifies individual needs for training and development 
as a means of improving the principal's performance. 
That aspect in which responses seemed contradictory was: 
a) Salary increments tied to performance ratings. 
1. The setting of objectives and priorities and the improvement of 
communications at all levels were important attributes of PAP. 
8. The failure of the Board of Education to implement the salary 
increment portion of the plan and the format and mechanics of 
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implementing the plan were major faults of .PAP. 
9. No conclusion could be drawn on whether or not performance 
appraisal should be extended to the teaching staff. 
10. PAP can result in the improvement of instruction if objectives 
are specific and highly quantitative. 
11. Although not in favor of PAP specifically, principals and 
superintendents want a type of administrative evaluation with 
pre-set, individual objectives. This same group does not favor 
a return to the previous system of the district superintendent 
merely giving a "grade" at the end of the year. 
12. School systems, generally, have not made clear distinctions 
between "Management-by-Objectives" and "performance aporaisal 
for administrators." They are not identical and are often con-
fused. The former should precede the latter. 
1). School systems adopting performance appraisal for administrators 
frequently have done so to use financial rewards as motivation 
for improved performance. 
Recommendations Concerning the Chicago Public Schools 
Following are specific recommendations to the Chicago public 
schools concerning the future of its system of performance appraisal: 
1. The General Superintendent should recommend to the Board of 
Education that a moratorium be declared on further implementation 
of the Performance Appraisal Plan and all other programs involved 
with administrative evaluation, e.g., System-Wide Goals and Ob-
jectives. 
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2. A dommittee, including principals, should be appointed by the 
General Superintendent to review and report. on the total program 
of Management-by- Objectives for the public schools. This re-
port should include a discussion of the role of administrative 
evaluation in the total MBO process. 
3. The plan for administrative evaluation should be modeled after 
the present Performance Appraisal Plan with the following 
changes: 
a) No salary increments should be attached directly to the 
plan. 
b) Direct community, staff, and student involvement should be 
dropped. 
c) Specific numerical ratings should be dropped and should be 
replaced by a more general rating system. 
d) A citywide format or form should be adopted. 
e) Specific quantitative objective-writing must be stressed. 
f) Objectives should be significant and attainable, but 
possibly not attainable within one year's time. 
g) Objectives should come from the "top down," beginning with 
published objectives of the General Superintendent for 
that year (this first phase would include the present 
System~ide Goals and Objectives), continuing with the 
published objectives of the Deputy and district superin-
tendents, and concluding with those of the principal. 
No phase would begin until the previous phase had been 
completed. 
h) Adequate inservice must be held, probably during the 
summer months, when administrators are more free to con-
centrate on planning matters. This revised plan should be 
field-tested for at least one year with provisions for 
principal input and revisions. 
i) Provision should be made for at least one period of midyear 
review with opportunity for revision. 
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j) Realistic amounts of time must be allowed for planning and 
writing objectives for the year. This most important phase 
cannot be squeezed into the already cro~ded and distracting 
months of ~eptember and October if this is to be a meaningful 
exercise. One week of time in the summer could easily be 
spent by principals being inserviced on the General Superin-
tendent's, Deputy Superintendent's and district superintendent's 
coordinated objectives, planning programs and objectives for 
the coming year, discussions with the district superintendent 
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and formulating objectives. One week is a minimal.recommendation. 
k) Performance appraisal objectives should not necessarily.be 
viewed as the sum total of the administrator's duties for the 
year. Rather, specific projects might be concentrated upon 
in given years. 
1) Adequate time should a1so be provided for the review and 
accomplishment reporting period. Again, this cannot be 
crowded into the month of June if it is to be of any value. 
One week at the end of the school year should also be 
allowed for a report by the General Superintendent, Deputy 
Deputy Superintendents, and district suoerintendent on the 
accomplishm~nt of their annual objectives; reviewing strat-
egies with the district superintendent; reviewing statis-
tical reports such as standardized test scores; discussion 
of evaluation; and changes planned for the following year. 
Gordon 1 s re.commendation that the accomplishment report from 
one year aot take place at the same meeting should be followed. 
4. A program of administrative inservice geared to specific needs of 
specific administrators should be instituted. The Board of Edu-
cation's present Administrative University and Management Seminars 
held at the Center for Urban Education are excellent programs, 
but they are not geared to specific deficiencies in the back-
grounds of specific principals. 
5. Each principal should be required to hold a general information, 
input and reporting session with both his staff and community 
once per year, if not more frequently. Although there would be 
no direct relationship between these sessions and PAP, results 
of these sessions would weigh heavily on the principal's ob-
jectives for the year. 
6. After revision and approval by the General 9uperintendent and 
the Board of Education, the report of the committee recommended 
in (2), should be published and distributed to all administrators. 
Provision should also be made for regular review of the total 
administrative evaluation process. Any revisions must be approved 
by the General Superintendent and the Board of Education and 
copies distributed to all administrators. 
1. Consideration should be given to a program of "Principal 
Scholarships" to reward outstanding principals. Rewards might 
take the form of monetary bonuses, sabbatical study leaves to 
participate in special programs, involvement in special summer 
institutes, etc. Recognition should be given primarily to those 
principals making outstanding gains in instruction and student 
achievement, the mission of the Chicago public schools. 
B. Above all, coercive elements, such as salary increments, must 
be removed from the process of Management-by-Objectives and 
performance appraisal. The goal of administrative evaluation 
should be improved performance through mutual growth. In this 
way only shall we enhance the welfare of children, our sole 
educational commodity. 
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Recommendations Concerning Other Urban Scrool Systems Interested in 
Instituting a System of ~erformance Appraisal for Administrators 
1. Schools should seek to learn from the successes and mistakes of 
other systems such as that of Chicago. The recommendations oi' 
Gordon would be particularly helpful. 
-' 
2. Such school systems should begin with a limited, but highly 
specific, program of management-by-objectives. A decision 
should be made on eventual goals for this system of MBO. Later, 
a decision should be made on whether this system or some phase 
of it, should be used for administrative evaluation.-
3. Salary increments should not be attached directly to any ad-
ministrative evaluation plan, especially in a larger, less 
personal and more bureaucratic school system. Past experiences 
have shown that salary increments will become the end in them-
selves, rather than the program of MBO or the improvement of 
performance. School systems might consider rewards, monetary 
or otherwise, for outstanding administrators, but these should 
not be a direct result of performance appraisal. 
4. Although outside consultants might be used on an advisory basis, 
the final plan for performance appraisal should be formulated 
at the local level with participation by representatives of the 
group being evaluated. Imposition ot' a plan by outside con-
sultants or by district staff will cause resentment and "foot-
dragging" on the part of those being evaluated. 
201 
5. It is always best that such programs be introduced at the sug-
gestion of those being evaluated rather thS:!'J by school boards. 
6. At all times, the confidentiality of personal records and evalu-
ations on specific personnel must be preserved. 
1. Care should be taken that, in the spirit of improving performance, 
objectives do not stifle the principal, but encourage his pro-
fessional growth. For this reason, objectives should be iden-
tified as "maintenance," "high-risk," or "creative." 
8. Provisions should be made in any performance appraisal for 
regular communications between the principal and his superior, 
including reviews of objectives and the opportunity 1"or re-
visions of objectives. 
9. Provisions should also be included for appeals of performance 
appraisal decisions and a grievance procedure. 
10. Provisions should also be included for a document outlining 
specific performance appraisal procedures, including system• 
wide forms and timelines. It is especially important that 
adequate time be· allowed in the school calendar at both the 
beginning and end of the appraisal period. 
11. Stress should be placed on highly specific and quantitative 
objectives, rather than vague, difficult-to-evaluate objectives. 
12. It is unrealistic to attempt to write objectives whose sumvtotal 
is all-inclusive of the duties of a principal in an urban school. 
Therefore, objectives should be aimed at specific problems or 
projects for that appraisal period or at long-range projects. 
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13. In a true MBO/performance aporaisal situation, objectives must 
come from the "top down." Therefore, a pr'ovision should be made 
for written objectives beginning at the highest administrative 
level, followed by succeeding line administrators tbrough the 
principal. 
14. Provision must also be made for adequate inservicing and field-
testing before the plan is out into effect. This phase of the 
program cannot be rushed. 
15. ~pecial inservice should also be provided for those adminis-
trators in need of specific help. 
16. Although direct staff and community participation can be 
threatening, impractical, and could destroy principal-super-
visor confidentiality, some provision should also be made for 
staff and community input on an advisory basis. It is hoped 
that tr.is procedure would already be present in all schools. 
17. Finally, the goal of school systems should be a humanistic 
system of administrative evaluation whose objective is the 
improvement of performance. This goal cannot be accomplished 
,...--- by using relatively small amounts of money as a coercive force. 
It can be accomplished through a spirit of mutual growth, 
sharing of strengths and resources, and an over-riding concern 
for the education and welfare of children. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
The following are recommended as topics for future research: 
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1. A study oi' the effects of salary on performance in a non-profit 
oriented profession, such as educational administration. 
2. A study of the use of performance aporaisal as a method of 
teacher evaluation. Great care must be taken, however, in 
stressing that this study would be for the p~pose of im-
proving performance and would not be used as a weapon of 
coercion. For this reason, it is suggested that all partici-
pation be voluntary. 
3. An annual on-going study of the new "modified" PAP as defined 
in the Manual for Long-Range Planning. This study could be 
designed as a hierarchial study of administrators, similar 
to this study. 
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Summary of the Study 
This study sought to analyze and make recommendations con-
cerning the Performance Appraisal Plan of the Board of Education of 
tte City of Chicago. More specifically, the study sought to determine 
the PAP's effectiveness in terms of its original objectives, to 
determine whether or not the plan was implemented as described in 
the Board of Education manual, to determine whether it followed 
guidelines for performance appraisal as recommended in the lit-
erature, and to make recommendations for performance appraisal 
for administrators in Chicago, as well as other urban school systems. 
The author interviewed a hierarchial sample of principals, 
district superintendents, an associate superintendent and the 
Deputy Superintendent. The two groups (princioals and superin-
tendents) were in substantial agreement that twelve objectives 
or aspects of the PAP had been successful, while seven objectives 
or aspects had not been successful. No conclusions could be drawn 
on nine others. 
Undermining the entire plan were the negative attitudes 
resulting from the Board of Education's failure to implement the 
salary aspects of the plan as originally recommended and promised. 
Also, the notable lack of sound inservicing and field-testing 
produced much discontent and confusion. 
Despite these negative aspects, however, principals and 
superintendents still favored a Management-by-Objectives approach 
to administrative evaluation. Not one individual interviewed 
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expressed a desire to return to the previous system of the super-
visor merely giving a "grade" at the end of the'. year. 
In one district where the superintendent demanded highly 
quantitative objectives directly related to instruction, the 
principals admitted an improvement in their reading achievement. 
The literature supported the administrators' conclusions, 
but raised more fundamental questions. The question of salary's 
relation to performance seems unlikely to be answered until 
McGregor's "Theory X" versus "Theory Y" question is resolved. 
Also, there was a question of whether the Board of Education 
expected too much of this one plan. The objectives might have 
been overly ambitious. 
Finally, many school boards and businessmen wrongly equate 
MBO and performance appraisal. The former should precede the 
latter, although in education, the reverse seems to be more 
prevelant. This might account for much of the negativism. 
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Barilleaux, Louis 
Objectives." 
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